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Executive Summary 
As the sole BC producers in the oil and gas industry, northeastern BC communities 
negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding with the Province to share revenues generated 
from oil and gas commercial activities. The purpose of this research was to determine whether 
this Provincial Fair Share agreement is fair within the following context: 
1) As a revenue sharing program: Do municipalities feel that they are getting enough 
compared to revenues generated to the Province? 
2) Fair to the region relative to the Province: Why is the oil and gas industry singled out 
while other industries such as mining and forestry are excluded? 
3) Equity amongst communities in the Northeastern region: Is the allocation basis and 
formula application equitable? 
The research provided a learning opportunity to share findings with other municipalities in 
the same industry as well as prepare for the next opportunity to negotiate amendments to the 
allocation formula that the current Memorandum of Understanding allows for in the year 2009 
and every five years until the contract expires on March 31 , 2020. 
From the overall perspective, municipalities are not getting enough revenue. The 
respondents agree that this agreement is fair to the oil & gas industry and equitable amongst 
communities in northeastern BC. The fair share agreement has provided the communities in 
northeastern BC infrastructure support beneficial to all; however, they are still limited in their 
ability to manage growth. It is recommended that northeastern BC communities negotiate a fair 
share of the revenue relative to the revenues generated by the Province. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
The northeast region of the province is primarily the oilfield capital of British 
Columbia, playing a vital role in the economy by providing opportunities to tap into the vast 
oil and gas reserves. What was previously considered a remote location is now where workers 
are living and their families are putting roots in these communities. As a result, the region 
continues to enjoy substantial population growth. 
As the sole BC producers in the oil and gas industry, northeastern BC communities 
negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding with the Province of British Columbia to share 
revenues generated from oil and gas commercial activities. This provincial funding program 
assists communities in developing the civic infrastructure required to meet increased growth as 
well as the demands associated directly to this industry. The purpose of this research project is 
to evaluate the Provincial Fair Share program its benefits to northeastern BC communities, and 
its potential application to other industries. 
Chapter Two provides the background issues within the context of this research. The 
research methodology is explained in the third chapter. Chapter Four reviews the literature, 
discusses policy development and negotiation. The analysis in Chapter Five presents the results 
of the research including the interviews, a detail analysis of the allocation formula, and a 
summary of the findings. Chapter Six draws conclusions on the research and makes 
recommendations. 
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Chapter 2 - Issues 
i) Revenue Sharing Program 
Provincial government revenues derived from the oil and gas industry represent 
billions of dollars. Revenue statistics show that in 2006 a total of $2.14 billion was 
collected from oil and gas royalties, the sale of oil and gas land rights, and fees and 
rentals (see Appendix 2 for revenues generated from exploration activities). Historical 
data show that 2005 recorded the highest level of revenues at $2.6 billion. The northeast 
region is currently the only area in BC producing commercial quantities of oil and gas 
(see Appendix 1 for the oil and gas map ofBC; see Appendix 2 for revenues generated 
from exploration activities). In 2007, the sale of oil and gas land rights alone reached a 
record breaking $1.05 billion with the average price of$1 ,758 per hectare; the highest in 
Canada.' 
The communities in northeastern BC receive a 'Fair Share ' funding from the 
Province which is distributed based on the oil and gas activities and associated revenues 
generated in the industry (see Appendix 3 for Provincial News Release). The question is 
Do municipalities feel that they are getting enough compared to revenues generated to 
the Province from these drilling activities? The research will try to identify if there are 
distribution gaps to these communities. 
The majority of the petroleum and natural gas rights, namely most ofthe subsurface 
mineral and energy rights, are owned by the Province. These rights are administered by 
the Ministry of Energy Mines and Resources, which is responsible for issuing 
provincially owned petroleum and gas rights, and collecting associated revenues (see 
1 Alaska Highway News, Fort StJohn newspaper. December 14, 2007, page 1 
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Appendix 2 for revenues generated from these exploration activities). These rights are 
issued through three types of agreements namely: 
~ Permits, which include an obligation to conduct exploration; 
~ Drilling licenses, which convey the exclusive right to drill oil and gas wells in a 
defined area, and, 
~ Leases, which provide exclusive drilling rights and allow production. 
Typically, agreements are valid for 3 to 10 years and can be renewed or extended if 
certain conditions are met. 
Private companies pay royalties to the provincial government for the right to 
extract, develop, and process public resources. Natural gas royalties are based on the 
prices producers receive for their marketable production. Allowances are made for the 
cost of gathering and processing the royalty share and these are deducted from the royalty 
share's value. The natural gas royalty rates are set according to three categories: 
~ Wells drilled prior to June 1998 are subject to a minimum royalty rate of 15% and 
a marginal rate of25%; 
~ Wells spudded2 after May 31 , 1998 on lands where oil and gas rights already 
existed at that time which are subject to a minimum rate of 40%. The rate is 
capped at 27% before allowances, and, 
~ Wells spudded on lands where oil and gas rights were issued between June 1998 
and January 2002 and completed within 5 years of the date rights were issued, 
and are then subject to a minimum royalty rate of 9% and a marginal rate of 40%. 
The rate is capped at 27% before allowances. 
Petroleum royalty rates are determined by 4 key factors: 
2 Spudded refers to the first day the drill or drill bit hits the ground (Ministry EMR, January 23, 2008). 
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};> Monthly production volumes; 
};> The date the oil pool was discovered (old oil, new oil, third tier oil); 
};> The classification or grade of the oil produced (heavy oil, light oil), and, 
};> The average sales price received by the producer. 
The Peace region local governments absorbed substantial costs to support this 
industry but were not compensated in any way as the industrial investments occurred 
outside of municipal boundaries and, therefore, they lacked access to an industrial tax 
base. There are several options available that could address these concerns such as: 
municipal boundary adjustments; an inter-municipal tax sharing arrangement; an area tax 
rate, or, a flat tax. Also a complex amalgamation option through the creation of a regional 
municipality and dissolution of the city could integrate incorporated industrial tax base 
and regionalize services. To reach a permanent funding model, the Peace region local 
governments advocated the fair share agreement that would address their concerns since 
residents within the communities could not afford steep tax increases. This would close 
the funding gap and provide the equivalent of an unconditional grant for discretionary 
costs. Also administration of the fair share allocation was dedicated to the regional 
district as it plays a central role between municipalities and the Province since they 
already administer regional assessment for hospital tax requisitions. The same assessment 
base is used for the fair share allocation adjusted for industrial revenues within each local 
government to achieve a reasonable degree of comparability with equivalent industrial 
property classes. 
The annual grant is equal to $20 million starting in the year 2005 and that amount 
is adjusted each year by the rate of change in the annual rural industrial assessment base 
between its current year and the year 2004 which is the base year (see Appendix 5 for the 
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current MOU agreement effective March 2005). This raises the question of fairness to the 
arguments made by the communities for this agreement; do municipalities feel that they 
are getting enough compared to revenues generated to the Province? 
ii) Unique Model 
The oil and gas industry is the sole industry in the Province that benefits 
from a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that provides a revenue sharing program 
with all northeastern BC local governments where oil and gas revenues are generated 
(see Appendix 5 for the current MOU agreement effective March 2005). This raises the 
question of fairness to the region relative to the Province. Why is the oil and gas industry 
singled out while other industries such as mining or forestry are excluded? 
The forest industry, for example, generates revenue to the Province through 
stumpage fees ; however, that revenue is not shared with such resource municipalities. 
The fact is the forest industry has their manufacturing plant directly located within a 
municipality' s city limits that collects industrial taxes from the industry company is 
different in comparison to the oil and gas industry where there is a limited local industrial 
tax base to collect from. The oil and gas industry has very limited access to the industry 
property tax base since much of the industry is located in areas outside of municipal 
boundaries and is not, therefore, subject to municipal taxes . The fair share agreement 
recognizes these limitations, and these municipalities are the service centers to this 
industry and its workers, which is the source of demand pressure on services and 
infrastructures. 
It could be argued that the forestry industry is charged a stumpage fee and also 
charged a municipal industrial tax that effectively compounds their cost of doing business 
compared to the oil and gas industry. There is no redistribution of the stumpage fee to 
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local government and the forest industry has expressed concerns with the municipal 
industrial tax rates being higher within municipal boundaries as opposed to rural 
industrial rates prompting capital investments in rural areas for lower industrial tax rates. 
The municipal and rural industrial tax rates are relative and representative of services and 
infrastructure available, but the forest industry looks at the total costs of doing business. 
iii) Basis of Revenue Allocation 
My preliminary research found a Memorandum of Understanding dated May 
1995 (see Appendix 4 for MOU), which has since expired and was replaced in 2005 (see 
Appendix 5 for current MOU). It indicates that the basis of allocation is comprised of the 
municipality's assessed values for hospital purposes and its population. The issue of 
concern is equity amongst communities in the northeast. The MOU is focused on 
population based on a Census conducted every five years, which means the information 
used is out of date until the next Census picks up growth, which is a relevant compound 
factor over that same period. Growth has increased with first tier direct on site oil and gas 
exploration and second tier oil and gas local oilfield services. This growth, however, has 
created shortages of essential local services that leave communities scrambling to provide 
infrastructure for very rapid growth demand. Neither population nor the local municipal 
property taxes are reflecting the impact created by the total area served. The communities 
serve a trading area strong in the oilfield service industry that is not accounted for since 
the census covers the municipalities excluding outside boundaries surrounding the 
communities. 
Another sign of unaccounted growth is the record number ofbuilding permits 
issued for new residential housing and commercial development. Once a permit is issued 
it will take three years or more before this new construction forms part of the property 
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assessed value base under the fair share allocation formula. This growth indicator is 
immediate for communities who need to develop the infrastructure to support 
development; however, this does not tap into the MOU formula until a few years later 
when the occupancy is released to the assessment authority to add to the database. Only 
then, will it form part of the formula when calculating the fair share allocation under the 
MOU agreement. 
The same would apply to the municipality' s assessed values and whether it is 
reflecting annual assessed value that takes into consideration growth. Also it does not 
count any workers residing in hotels, campgrounds, and other shelters due to shortage of 
infrastructure. The industry employs people directly and indirectly who are not yet part of 
the population base. 
Lagging infrastructure funding is another concern since workers and industries outside 
the municipal boundaries are also using municipal infrastructure both directly and indirectly. 
There is substantial demand on social infrastructure in the northeast communities, and funding 
lags behind growth demand. The province distributes revenues the year following actual 
drilling activities, whereas municipalities need timely funding at the beginning of the 
construction season of each year in advance. Municipalities need to accelerate infrastructure 
investment to sustain demand. In the meantime, demand increases costs which also impacts 
investment required. Costs tend to increase as demand for goods and services become 
increasingly scarce forcing prices to rise as well. 
The book "Heartland and Hinterland, A Geography of Canada" written by L.D. 
McCann3, provides a model that relates to this industry and its challenges. The hinterland 
refers to the areas in the northeast region where the exploration of natural resources takes 
3 McMann, L.D. "Heartland and Hinterland, A Geography of Canada" 2"ct Ed. Scarborough Ont. : Prentice-Hall 
Canada. 
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place outside the city boundaries and brings workers into the heartland, which in this case 
is the municipalities within the northeast region. This is the similarity the heartland-
hinterland model brings to the northeast region. The hinterland is characterized by the 
emphasis on primary resources production, scattered population, and lack of urban 
systems. The hinterland's growth and change is determined by their dependency 
relationships with the heartland. Spheres of influence of heartlands and hinterlands 
overlap and vary within this context. The heartland in this industry is mainly Calgary 
where headquarter decision-making and money is going. In return, the heartland creates 
demand for the commodities and supplies capital, technology, and entrepreneurship 
essential to the sustained development of the hinterlands. On a regional basis, such as 
northeast BC, there is a high structure in microcosm which means a miniature heartland 
hinterland structure. Location forces draw service activities and skilled labor forces to 
core areas such as municipalities in Fort StJohn or Dawson Creek. Often the root cause 
of underdevelopment is the lack of capital; however government assistance through the 
MOU in the northeast region is a prime example of capital funding that helps with 
growth and development in the communities. The royalties charged on exploration 
activities are the source ofwealth, ofwhich a portion is allocated to the region. This in 
tum creates new settlement patterns, shifts in migration of population, and clustering of 
industries creating capacity and ability to achieve heartland status. In this industry, the 
pipelines are other heartland status criteria defined as their dominant strength. 
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Chapter 3 - Research 
The research involved collecting publicly available institutional data as well as 
conducting interviews. The purpose of this research was to determine whether this Provincial 
Fair Share agreement is fair within the following context: 
1) As a revenue sharing program: Do municipalities feel that they are getting enough 
compared to revenues generated to the Province? 
2) Fair to the region relative to the Province: Why is the oil and gas industry is singled out 
while other industries such as mining and forestry are excluded? 
3) Equity amongst communities in the Northeastern region: Is the allocation basis and 
formula application equitable? 
i) Memorandum of Understanding 
Research on this agreement identified the unique situation of the region with 
respect to the limited access to the oil and gas industry property tax base and defined the 
criteria applied in the fair share allocation formula. There are effectively three relevant 
levels of government to address in the research. First, the Province collects the revenues; 
then the Regional District receives the funding from the Province, which in turn 
calculates the distribution to all northeastern BC municipalities. From the authors Tindal 
and Tindals' book, Local Government in Canada: 
"The central purpose of governments is to resolve any disputes and decide who 
gets what resources and how equitably they are distributed. Governments possess 
legal authority which provides the foundation for their allocative decisions. 
Decisions must be made about the allocation of scarce resources. Divisions arise 
on such questions as urban or rural interests ... 4" 
The parties came together in reaching a collective solution by advocating the fair 
share agreement that would resolve concerns surrounding scarce financial resources, 
4 Tindal, Richard C. , Tindal, Susan Nobes "Local Government in Canada", 4th Edition, 1995, pages 6-7 
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resistance to increased property taxes to municipal residents, and sustainable growth 
development. This is a clear example of the interdependent nature of the relationships 
and its importance to the region. The authors also explain the challenges facing local 
government finances since the sources have been increasingly inadequate in meeting 
increased expenditures due to extensive growth. The municipal governments in British 
Columbia are legislated by the province under the Community Charter, which restricts 
how they can generate revenues such as real property tax rates against the assessed value 
of the property, license, permits, fines , user fees, developer charges, grants both 
conditional and unconditional, and revenues from own sources such as return on 
investment and sale of services. The main issue with property taxes is the underlying 
problem with the property assessment. Also many of the properties are exempt from 
taxes as they represent assets from various levels of government which are paid in the 
form of grants-in-lieu of taxes, which are far less in comparison to regular taxation. The 
well is dry and public tolerance for further tax increases has vanished. This unique MOU 
would not be possible without collaboration and intergovernmental relations. 
ii) Basis of Allocation 
Once the MOU was understood, then identification of the source of population data 
used as well as property assessed values was required. Statistical data from 2004 to 2007 
provided some information on population and related assessment for the communities in the 
Northeast region. Assessment data has changed; however, population data has remained the 
same over that period (see Appendix 6 for Census population data). The research on population 
shows there are two sets available, namely Census data and Provincial BC Stats population 
estimates found under Civic Info, a municipal website for the entire province ofBC (see 
Appendix 7 for BC Stats population data comparison). Inevitably some people are not counted, 
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either because their household did not receive a Census questionnaire; they were not included 
in the questionnaire completed by the household (for example, a boarder or lodger), or they 
have no usual residence and did not spend census night in any dwelling. On the other hand, a 
small number of people may also be counted twice (for example, a student living away from 
home). Statistics Canada conducts studies and then adjusts the Census counts for population 
estimates, which take into account net under-enumeration in the Census. Statistics Canada' s 
adjustments to population estimate for British Columbia was 4.04% higher than the Census 
count. 
The Memorandum of Understanding agreement used BC Stats prior years' 
population estimates. Some municipalities are even considering an independent local 
census to be performed on an annual basis. 
iii) Personal Interviews with Affected Communities 
The interview participants were selected from publicly available lists. This included the 
'Parties' listed in the Memorandum of Understanding provided to the municipalities, villages, 
and regional district offices within the Peace River region. The interviewees selected were the 
finance department and administrator representatives from these communities. 
Interviewees were contacted by telephone to ask if they wished to participate. If they 
were interested, an information package was sent by e-mail containing the interview questions 
and consent form (see Appendix 8 for Interview questions and see Appendix 9 for Consent 
form. The interviewees were contacted a second time where required to confirm interest in 
participation and selected a time convenient for the interview. 
Interviews were conducted with the finance department and administrator 
representatives from municipalities, villages, and the regional district offices within the Peace 
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River region. Interviews were conducted in person, and tape recorded. Respondents were 
selected from: 
- District of Chetwynd 
- City of Dawson Creek 
-City of Fort St. John 
-District of Hudson ' s Hope 
-Village ofPouce Coupe 
-District ofTaylor 
- District of Tumbler Ridge 
- Peace River Regional District for Electoral Areas B, C, D, and E 
(see Appendix 10 for the Peace Regional District Map and its jurisdiction and 
corresponding population. Once again you will note the reference to both Statistics 
Canada and BC Stats as the source for population data. 
Full disclosure of intent and authorization from all participants guided the scope 
of this research. Information gathered will be shared by all participants with respect to 
interpretation of the current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU); the criteria 
currently used are the assessment information and population. The research also 
considered other alternatives that will then be shared for analytical and ongoing 
discussions. Once the project is complete, all participants will receive a copy of the final 
document along with any feedback relevant to their communities. Each participant will 
also be informed of the proprietary aspect of the document and preliminary expectation is 
that the information will be kept until the MBA final project report is complete. After 
such time, all tapes and other interview materials will be destroyed. 
The interview methodology attempted to find answers to focused questions that 
provided a detailed description of the research project.5 It was mostly exploratory as the 
Fair Share Agreement is a unique model that might serve others in the future. The 
5 Yegidis, B.L. , Weinbach, R.W., Morrison-Rodriguez, B. "Research Methods for Social Workers, Boston: Allyn 
and Bacon", 1999 Chapter 6 - Introduction to Research Design. 
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qualitative nature of this research was exploratory and sought to understand rather than 
explain.6 The interview information was processed as received. The policy research was 
invaluable to find out how people experience policy, help understand public policies, and 
influence policy development. The literature suggested several types of interview 
structures that offer flexibility. Our focus combined grounded theory based on policy 
research and oral history. The sample population in this case was representative of the 
actual number of communities and the regional district who formed part of the MOU 
agreement. 7 
The questions were open-ended and focused on background understanding, 
evaluation, and future benefits of the model.8 This provided respondents more depth for 
their answers and direct quotations in their own words. Key informants as described are 
individuals who are able to teach, have special knowledge and perspective that accurately 
represent the context which is referred to as ethnography. Ethnography understands the 
world through the eyes of the participant.9 The participants may become an interpreter, 
explaining and expanding on questions, becoming more of a teacher asking questions, 
even become a collaborator. Good key informants are trustworthy, observant, reflective, 
able to articulate, and are good story tellers. Astute listening as guided through the 
sequence of questions, starting with descriptive questions leading into structural 
ethnographic questioning provided for a seamless transition from the introduction into 
the depth of discussion on the specific topics. The quality of the interview was dependent 
upon whether the exchange was highly structured or completely unstructured, and the 
dynamics that balanced the quality of the outcome. Conducting an engaging interview 
6 Ibit Chapter 7 - Qualitative Research Methods 
7 Ibit Chapter 9 Sampling 
8 Ibit Chapter 11 Use of Data Collection Instruments 
9 Bryman, A., & Burgess, R.G. , (Eds.) "Qualitative Research" Volume I. London: SAGE Publications, Chapter 
19- Key Informant Interviews and Chapter 7 - Producing data for Qualitative Analysis 
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and adapting a collaborative dialogue interview style were crucial interactions that 
determined my ability to draw best responses. 10 Good questions that are clear, concise, 
and easy to understand were critical. Issues related to social relations can also distort 
information. During interviews one must be alert to questions of power and identity and 
know them and learn from them. There are also additional dynamics of language and 
culture differences where often the obstacle is determined by whether the researcher is 
considered and insider or an outsider within the culture context. It identifies insiders as 
having greater ease in establishing rapport something which also necessitates particular 
attention since it can diminish interpretive ability compared to an outsider. This requires 
critical reflexivity. 11 
10 McDowell, L., "Valid Games? A Response to Erica Shoenberger." Professional Geographer, 44(2): 212-215. 
11 O'Connor, Patricia, 'The Conditionality of Status: Experience-Based Reflections on the Insider/Outsider Issue" 
University of South Wales, Australia. Australian Geographer, Vol35, No.2, pp. 169-170, July 2004 
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Chapter 4 - Literature 
The book "Building Community in an Instant Town, A Social Geography of 
Mackenzie and Tumbler Ridge, British Columbia" written by Greg Halseth and Lana 
Sullivan 12, describes two resource towns that share a common economic orientation and 
depending upon a single industry. The oil and gas industry is no exception to this 
dependency that fluctuates with global demands. Local governments provide the forum 
and framework for decision-making and leadership for future growth and development 
which is regulated through planning policies and bylaws, and industrial promotion for 
economic development. This is accomplished through relationships with various levels of 
government such as regional districts, provincial, and federal levels. The oil and gas 
industry certainly requires municipalities to deal with issues crossing civic boundaries 
into the regional district as well as with the province for revenue royalties. All levels of 
government contribute to services central to establishing and supporting quality of life for 
local residents and to maintaining vitality and stability. Globalization and increased 
mobility are adding pressure and concerns to municipal policy and business tolerance. 
The book "Local Government in Canada" written by C. Richard Tindal and Susan Nobes 
Tindal 13 , describes the policy making models that can ensure the process is fluid. The 
rational model is an idealistic nature but not neutral and objective since decisions are not 
made in such a neat sequential order. The incremental model is more realistic, however, 
and recommends incremental changes which are effectively resistant to change or defend 
the status quo. The other models such as the penny arcade model are random, subjective, 
and unpredictable, whereas the pluralistic model distracts attention from the fact and 
12 Halseth, Greg; & Sullivan, Lana "Building Community in an Instant Town, A social Geography of Mackenzie 
and Tumbler Ridge, British Columbia" 2002. UNBC, Prince George, B.C.: UNBC Press. 
13 Tindal, Richard C. , Tindal, Susan Nobes "Local Government in Canada", 4th Edition, 1995. Toronto, Ont.: 
McGraw-Hill Ryerson. 
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conceals the dominating group, and the public choice model has the ali-or-nothing blue 
plate menu problem. These models, or a combination thereof, served in the development 
of the Memorandum of Understanding where each party defended their beliefs in what is 
considered a fair share. 
The book "Forest, Power, and Policy, the Legacy of Ray Williston" written by 
Eileen Williston, and Betty Keller14, provides insight into sustainable policy development 
and how that has evolved within the oil and gas sector with the fair share agreement. The 
objective was to manage resources on a sustained yield basis. The process was similar, 
where Northeast communities gathered in groups to arrive at consensus on policy 
decisions. Committees were also most effective as they built a close rapport with staff, 
which in turn abolished the pyramid style administration. The forestry evolution saw 
several changes to policy to reflect changes in harvesting, demand, and now the mountain 
pine beetle infestation. Such policy evolution is also crucial in the future evolution of the 
oil and gas industry. This is not a renewable resource. Once depleted, there will have to 
have policies in place to ensure sustainable communities grow. Similar topics from the 
book refers to the 'Two Rivers Policy' where the relationship extended to international 
levels with regards to the Columbia River. Using the river system to increase hydro-
electric power required the governments to set up a political framework for development. 
This extended to the USA and required an international understanding for the 
development of this project. There were sizable misjudgments about the economics on 
both sides of the border and consequences for each country's economy and capability. 
The USA did not understand Canada's concerns but clearly understood their own and 
likewise for Canada. Canada and the Province of BC on the other hand had figured 
14 Williston, Eileen, Keller, Betty "Forests, Power, and Policy, The Legacy of Ray Williston" 1997. Prince 
George, B.C.: Caitlin Press. 
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everything out very thoroughly and taken care of any national contingent miscalculations 
before committing any resources. Many policy choices and trade-offs were considered 
and the eventual decision to proceed with construction of the Bennett dam resulted in 
long run economic and political objectives weighted in the balance. 
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Chapter 5 - Analysis 
The research information will form the basis of this analysis and most relevant 
will be the input from all communities in the Northeast. That will provide important 
feedback not only on the current agreement but also consideration for improvement or 
change that will generate opportunities to consider other alternatives. 
The property assessment factor to be considered is the number of residential and 
commercial development permits issued by a municipality that reflects a direct impact on 
growth within the community that is not accounted for in the assessment base for another 
year until occupancy occurs. The concern here is that there is also a backlog of new 
assessments not captured on the following year due to increased activity and lack of 
resources to keep up-to-date with development activities completed but not added to the 
assessment roll. This process also lags behind by a year, which puts the communities at a 
disadvantage in capitalizing additional funding for another year, which effectively will 
materialize only after two years. 
Although the municipal population counts are unclear at this time, there is also 
the fact that the population outside municipal boundaries flowing into the communities 
has yet to be defined. It has the potential to be accounted for into the Fair Share formula, 
as this is the core source of future growth into the municipality. New construction is 
predominantly based on the workforce working in the industry and who are seeking 
residence in the hub centers in Northeastern BC. 
i) Interview Results 
A total of 5 local governments participated in the interview. Participants were 
contacted by telephone and asked if they wished to participate. Most agreed to participate 
immediately and appointments were set up for the interview. The consent form and 
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interview questions were e-mailed to them at that time. They accepted the conditions by 
submitting their signed consent form prior to starting the interview (see Appendix 9 for 
Consent form). Each interview involved fourteen questions (see Appendix 8 for 
Interview questions) and were conducted in person and tape recorded. Confidentiality 
was the basis of participation; therefore the identity of each of the respondents has not 
been included with the results. There were local governments who did not have a finance 
department or administrator representative due to illness, retirement, or less than 6 
months in their appointed position that had no current nor background knowledge of fair 
share program and could not participate in this research. 
Response to questions under Part I 
Under the first section, the questions were intended to gain a basic profile of the 
participants, how long they held their position, and the capacity in which each of the 
respondents was involved with the fair share program since its creation. The majority of 
the respondents have been employed for less than 2.5 years and only one for over 6 years 
which means there has been very limited involvement with the fair share program since 
its creation with the exception of one respondent. Also the majority of respondents were 
Chief Financial Officers (CFO's) and only one was a Chief Administrative Officer 
(CAO). One participant invited their CAO to participate in the interview because the 
individual was involved in the fair share since its creation. 
Response to questions under Part II 
The second section asked two questions; the first question asked of the 
respondents was: Why do you think the Peace Region communities advocated for 
resource royalties? The most common reasons given stem from the fact that the northeast 
region is predominant in the resource sector which is located outside municipal 
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boundaries. The industry imposes infrastructure demands on the municipalities that are 
not able to access any industrial tax base to afford infrastructure demand growth. What is 
unique to the area is the fact that industry does business in the region outside municipal 
boundaries and municipalities cannot gain access to the industrial tax base outside 
municipal boundaries. Comparison to the mining and forest industry was also provided 
with respect to those within boundaries and to those outside the boundaries. The latter 
has created some challenges as indicated by some participants ' responses where the 
province has imposed some limitations to the assessment base outside their respective 
boundaries. See Appendix 11 for the participants' detailed responses. 
The second question under this section asked: What do you think are the main 
goals and purpose of the fair share agreement? The general response from all participants 
was to support communities to maintain and replace infrastructure and services. It is 
based on the logical foundation to compensate through a revenue sharing arrangement to 
allow municipalities to grow with the influx of the industry. And that is what it was 
designed for. 
Two respondents provided further explanation as follows: 
Respondent # 1 
Again , I believe to try in an equitable fashion, based on that very convoluted 
formula that they have, provide funding to the communities that are impacted by 
the amount of activity that's taking place. 
Respondent # 2 
It is compensation for providing the infrastructure based on the standard formula used 
by the regional district which is the converted assessed value for hospital purposes in 
calculation the allocation as per the fair share formula. This standardizes everybody 
across the board. Unlike sawmills, the oil and gas industry' s actual properties are not 
within municipal boundaries and under the existing Community Charter we cannot 
touch that. That is what the original concept was and that's why it is called fair share in 
that municipality should get a fair share to taxation that it can't get to. 
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Questions under Part III 
The third section looks back when the fair share agreement was negotiated 
and asked three questions of the respondents as follows: Can you identify key areas in 
your request that formed part of this agreement? Are there any that did not get included 
in the agreement? Is the MOU what you wanted? The objective was to identify each 
participant's contribution in the creation of this agreement as to whether their input or 
requests are now integral to this agreement and if this agreement reflects what they 
wanted. Most participants indicated that they were not involved with the negotiations and 
not aware of anything, whereas others did research the MOU and only one community 
was involved since its creation. Three participants answered the first question, only one 
answered the second question, and all participants responded to the last question. In 
general they all feel that is what they wanted. Here are some responses from three 
participants. See Appendix 11 for other participants' detailed responses. 
Respondent # 1 
a) Can you identify key areas in your request that formed part of this agreement? 
I think and again they may not have recognized it at the time, we in the last two to three 
years have seen a big growth in the amount of oil and gas work in our area. The 
agreement is effectively what they were looking for again is equal treatment and at the 
time it was negotiated there was not a lot of oil & gas work in our area. But what we 
said is if you're going to have the same criteria established for each community then 
everybody is benefiting it from the region. I believe when it was negotiated, as long as 
there was a fair and equitable treatment for everybody that signs onto it, then 
everybody benefits from it. It is based on a standard calculation that's consistent for 
each municipality ie: the assessment roll. So it is easy to have a consistent comparative 
each year in terms of determining that. So the formula was probably the biggest thing 
for us because at the time nobody probably could have guessed that the oil & gas 
activity in our area was going to be as big as it is now compared to when the deal was 
negotiated. 
b) Are there any that did not get included in the agreement? 
There is nothing that I am aware of as part of my research into this, nothing that was 
excluded that was asked for. I think for the most part everything was encompassed that 
everybody was comfortable with what was there. Certainly as we move forward you 
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know there may be some more things that come out now but at the time I believe that 
everybody was comfortable with it. 
c) Is the MOU what you wanted? 
Yes from our perspective I believe it was because of the consistent and fair 
method that they ' re using to allocate the funds. Everybody is getting theirs so I 
think at the time it met what we needed and that other things may come up but at 
that time it was good. 
Respondent # 4 
c) Is the MOU what you wanted? 
Our role in the whole process, of whether they at the time, were satisfied with 
how it ended. I think they probably did get what they wanted because it was 
signed. So there must have had a resolution for the end result. 
Respondent # 5 
c) Is the MOU what you wanted? 
I know the principals involved in the negotiations of it and how those guys, very 
determined, who got this thing going in the first place. Then I know they would 
have been looking after themselves and in terms of looking after the communities, 
etc. So ours is strictly a percentage of that and it is good that they could because 
those are the people that have the resource to do it. So we ' re happy with what we 
are getting. 
Questions under Part IV 
Under the fourth section, there were three questions that were intended to 
determine how effective the agreement is in terms of fairness , whether municipalities feel 
that they are getting enough funding, and what would need to change. The first question 
asked of the respondents was: What does fair share mean to you? All agree, on the 
overall, that the agreement is fair and they provided their definition of fair as follows: 
Respondent # 1 
We for this year anyways, and a little bit last year too, we've taking the approach of 
using our fair share money for infrastructure issues to operate our services and maintain 
those same levels because we haven't used it for operation. Because, that ' s fair share 
money, you know going back to what I mentioned before, because companies and 
people that are using our services that we ' re not able to tax, we were thinking well we 
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should use that money to help whatever services or infrastructure that may meet those 
needs. So we are using it for our capital programs such as our roads, any water sewer 
upgrades or projects of that nature, the community centre that sort of thing, where those 
people when they are coming to use our services, we're able to keep them up. So you 
know fair share is very important in that regard because it forms an integral part of our 
capital programming and budgeting process. 
Respondent # 2 
It means we are getting some form of compensation for providing housing and services 
for employees in the oil & gas industry. Our use is primarily for capital, we are using it 
to renew our infrastructure. We however cannot do anything about the government 
portion as we did not have any say in the revenue amount the province allocates back to 
the northeast. 
Respondent # 3 
The money that stays with the electoral area means the ability to help projects and 
organization in the rural areas that would not be funded otherwise. The money goes to 
the communities and to the electoral areas. The money is divided equally between the 
four electoral areas equally and they decide in their own area who gets what amount. 
That's what is does. 
Respondent # 4 
I believe that the fair share revenues that the city was part of, and the community 
moving forward, makes it affordable for the residents thereby attracting people to come 
to the north for the economic activity in the area. I wouldn't say most but a portion. The 
logic for the subsidization of the tax rate is because in any other municipality that has 
the tax pool for the operations there is justification to operating versus capital where 
some people don' t see that but I think it is more important. So without going through 
the formula and knowing what ' s out there I am just not confident basically. 
Respondent # 5 
Determining what our fair share is with our regional partners. In terms of our 
community people, I guess accordingly it is fair enough, they got the people they got 
the bigger infrastructure to look after. 
The second question under this section asked: Are you getting enough? Why or why not? 
The general response from each respondent varied where some agree they are getting 
enough whereas others disagree. Four respondents provided explanations to their 
response as provided below: 
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Respondent # 1 
We are never getting enough there is always more money. I guess I would say no, and 
the only reason I would, is when you look at the royalties paid to the province, $20 
million they allocated to this region and they were announcing $1 billion in land sales 
alone and so when you are looking at the amount of money the province is reeling in 
from this. In comparison there is a perfect example of what Alberta did. Alberta jacked 
the royalties up. It slows things down a little bit but it hasn't hindered it a whole lot but 
what it did is it allowed or forced these companies to then pay their fair share to the 
province in Alberta. So in that regard, the amount of money allocated here although 
very much appreciated is "chunk change" compared to the money that the province is 
taking in on those assets. It is just to say thank you, but when you put it into the big 
picture it is really not major. You know they can double, triple, or quadruple the 
amount of money that they're giving in the program and still it is nothing. 
Respondent # 2 
We are never getting enough. Victoria has a nasty habit of one size fits all. Like this 
carbon tax, that is very unfavorable to people in the north because our winters here are 
longer and it gets a lot colder so where is all the money coming from again. We are not 
getting enough, just drive around this town. Just take a look at the state of the roads. 
Another thing that fair share allowed us to do is that we only spend it on capital but 
remember we were spending so much more on capital before that, we don't have to 
spend capital, so that turns into operating dollars. But if at the end this does not get 
renewed then we are going to have to raise taxes for capital purposes. We are a very, 
very progressive community and it turns out in our economic development, we spend a 
$0.5 million a year for economic development. The goal was to attract developers and 
businesses. 
Respondent # 3 
Now whether they really did or just felt they did, because when you look at the number 
it is such a small amount. I think they would like more but you got to remember they 
have the ability to tax the services, but the others that are not services, we would like to 
help. 
Respondent # 5 
I don't know; I am not sure. I can only assume that the people that negotiated did a 
good job and we are getting a fair share. But we are very grateful for it and it certainly 
allows us to prosper from it and to accommodate the people who are brought to the 
region because of the oil & gas, the families, the workers. Population growth was not 
specifically impacted in our community because our boundaries are pretty static. We 
have a 1 kilometer radius from the middle in a circle. We did have population growth in 
that we saw new housing construction in 2006 whereas before that it was 10 years ago. 
And now we had more last year and we hope to see some more this year. 
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The third and last question we asked under this section is: If you could change anything 
in the MOU what would it be? Three participants expressed concerns with the MOU and 
proposed changes to the formula which is too complicated, assessment lags behind, the 
indexing is inadequate, and the amount is insufficient. Two participants did not suggest any 
changes stating they did not know enough about it. Reasons and suggested changes are 
presented below and two participants' detailed responses are provided under Appendix 11. 
Respondent # 2 
Well, if we could get it all. Somehow this problem with BC assessment already should 
have been factored in; there should have been some kind of guarantee that assessment 
would be a maximum 2 years delay but it should really been at only 1 years delay. 
What we've been trying to get them to do is to try and tie into the computers between 
the oil & gas commission who grants all these drilling rights and the assessment 
authority and they keep telling us they don't. There is a complete information structure 
to hook into but the answer is no. 
Respondent # 4 
I don't know the MOU well enough to know that. I guess just from what I do know, 
saying that I haven't had the time to sit down and go through the actual but it would be 
kept within the formula that we could calculate a portion of the budget as we are unable 
to determine what that amount would be. We received that amount at the beginning of 
February but there's still a need to get the budgets done very early basically before the 
end of the year and it is not possible. It is not only on the fair share but others where we 
don't have the information available. 
Respondent # 5 
I wouldn't change anything at this point in time. I don't have the knowledge of it. 
Like I said, I am assuming that the people who have negotiated it and the people 
who are distributing it and looking after it are looking after their interest and we 
are going to get a percentage of that anyways. We just don't have the resources or 
staff time to put a staff person on this job to make change. 
Questions under Part V 
In the fifth section, there were three questions that looks at the model, its potential 
use in the future within the same industry as well as in other industries, and if 
respondents would be willing to share this model. These questions helped participants 
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explore a fit for this model in relation to other industries and also to understand the 
impact of applying this model under different policies when sharing within the same 
industry. It was intended to consider other factors when assessing if this model fits all 
situations or not, and provide insights if it did not fit. 
The first question asked was: Do you think other municipalities in Alberta would 
benefit from this model? All respondents unanimously agreed this model would be 
beneficial to other municipalities in Alberta. Their rationale and comments are provided 
below. See Appendix 11 for one participant' s detailed response. 
Respondent # 2 
Yes, sure. Something along these lines would work quite well for them. 
Respondent # 3 
Sure they would. In Alberta you have your municipalities and then you have your 
counties. The county would benefit and could do the same thing. Or even if you look at 
Fort McMurray, it isn't even incorporated; it is just a hamlet in the municipality of 
Wood Buffalo so they have no regional municipalities there, they' re huge there; that or 
a county. When you look at Grande Prairie and the growth that they had to face, I mean 
they can' t even keep up with their growth, their roads are disgusting and that's because 
of their trucking and half of it is coming here in BC. Yes I think it would be very 
benefiting there. I think they are the ones that are most hurt if you look at Edmonton 
and everything that comes across and that is the one to me that is hurting the most; it is 
just too fast. (I have not been to Fort McMurray). 
Respondent # 4 
Yes, I believe so. You know northern communities are there to provide services for 
residents that live in that area. I don ' t know Alberta municipal accounting if that can be 
added as a source of revenue to provide what is needed to develop that resource. So 
yes, in that respect it could be very beneficial. 
Respondent # 5 
Absolutely, sure. We certainly have, you are always going to benefit when 
someone is going to give you some extra money. 
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The second question asked was: Would you be willing to share the model with 
municipalities in Alberta? Most expressed concerns about their authority on making such 
a decision but they felt confident that it could be shared especially since it is now public 
domain. There was one respondent who would not be willing to share the model based on 
deferring policies and strategies. See Appendix 11 for the detailed response. 
The third question asked was: Do you think other industries would benefit from 
this model? The responses on this question varied in relation to the industries identified 
where this model would benefit as well as arguments against specific industry where this 
model would not be beneficial as presented below and under Appendix 11 where two 
participants provided detailed responses. 
Respondent # 2 
If they ever start the offshore drilling this model would be ideal for the Charlottes and 
Prince Rupert. This is a peculiar situation; for instance forestry, I can' t see forestry 
working under this formula probably not the same way. It is a mathematical formula to 
solve a geographical problem. It would have to be peculiar circumstances like ours here 
which is the vastness of the area but a small number of communities to service it. 
Respondent # 4 
The underlying premise of this model works to provide compensation where you can' t 
access however where you do have it then you don' t need it. Well I am thinking there is 
class 2, 4 & 5 that they're catching so what is included in that 2, 4 & 5 ; mining is 
included in there, is forestry included in the 2, 4 & 5 so I think it catches all or any kind 
of industry. So if you are catching all the industry the next question would be is there 
any commercial out there. I don ' t know because classes 2, 4 & 5, I would have to go 
into the agreement as classes 2, 4 & 5 that fall within the rural area don't pay rural 
taxes don't they. So what are they actually paying? If the province collects, it is based 
on something else. What the province collects, there is no correlation. 
It is kind of like the northern resident deduction; nobody except the people in the north 
knows about it. It is a good question in all the intricacies of how this works 
Respondent # 5 
I haven't really thought about that. I saw somewhere and it must be on the thing that I 
signed there you may have mentioned why not the wood sector. When I read that it 
never occurred to me. So other industries could definitely use this model. 
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Question under Part VI 
In the final section, the only question asked of the respondents was: Any other 
issues/points not touched upon that are important? The intent of the question was to 
ensure we have not missed anything that was deemed important to the respondent. The 
most common issue expressed was the complexity of the allocation formula and request 
for a simpler more straightforward formula. The next issue was the dollar amount from 
the province relative to revenue generated from the industry. One had no comment. Four 
respondents provided their comments with three of them referred to Appendix 11 for 
detailed responses. 
Respondent # 5 
No, not really. It is a great thing. We benefit greatly from it and it allows use to 
use it to build our parks and playground, and to put money into reserve for our 
future water, sewer and our roads. So without that, we are not able to build. So 
what isn't going into maintaining infrastructure is used for operating, there is 
some portion for operating as required as it depends on what we are doing. The 
fair share represents substantial revenue for us. 
The results from the interview questions have demonstrated parallels between the 
issues raised in this research that emphasize the complexities of such an agreement and 
the challenges each respondent has experienced relative to their individual uniqueness 
within a regional setting. As pointed out this is a mathematical formula to solve a 
geographical problem, and it is effective in the oil and gas industry within the northeast 
region where it serves small area with a few communities relative to other industries 
within the province. It is very comprehensive and the regional setting is remarkably 
effective in reaching a collective solution. The formula is far too complicated and a 
suggestion for changes has been proposed. The participants anticipate defining an 
alternate formula in time for the upcoming review in 2009. That is explored in further 
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detail in the next section as it is was deemed important to the participants to be able to 
interpret and understand the agreement, and its relationship with each community' s 
unique structure being either a district, a city, a village, or the Peace River regional 
district. 
ii) Fair Share Allocation Formula 
The issue surrounding the fair share allocation was predominant in most of the 
discussions and respondents have provided detailed documents that assist in interpreting the 
interrelationships with the industries within the various local government structures. Each has 
specific conditions that are unique to one ' s area as opposed to a one-size-fits-all approach. The 
only consistent commonality applicable to all is the assessment value and the population as 
there is no other tangible or measurable option that is standard to all communities across (see 
Appendix 11 for the calculation of the Fair Share allocation formula). The fair share agreement 
defines the formulas to use in calculating the fair share allocation; however the detail 
calculation in the appendix provides full detail on the financial interpretation of the agreement. 
The allocation formula is driven by two pools, split 60% to pool 1, and 40% to pool 2 of the 
total annual fair share allocation amount. Under pool1 , the total amount is split 10% for rural 
allocation and 90% for municipal allocation. As for the rural allocation, it is simply split 
equally into the 4 electoral areas B, C, D, and E, and nothing further is required for the rural 
allocation. Both pools are based on assessment values and population data; however pool 2 
also factors in benefiting areas data. The combination of these factors and their relationships to 
each other results in the overall allocation that ultimately impacts each municipality. 
The population data is based on BC Statistics estimates, which are determined in July 
each year and updated again in December. The base starts with Census population data and as 
BC Statistics obtains additional information then these estimates are updated twice per year. 
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The most current information available is used at the time the fair share allocation is calculated 
which is normally in January or February each year. The agreement was slightly defined using 
different terminology but effectively the same outcome. It identified that population is 
established based on statistics as determined by the Director of Statistics appointed under the 
Statistics Act and used in a manner consistent with that of the Local Government Grants 
population statistics. This is effectively BC Statistics where we draw the population estimates. 
The assessment data used in calculating the fair share allocation is a combination of the 
rural assessment (class 2, 4 and 5), total municipal assessment, and municipal industrial 
assessment only. Class 2 represents utilities, class 4 represents major industrial, and class 5 
represents light industrial assessments, which are all obtained from BC Assessment Authority 
in December each year. The agreement states we are always using the total converted values 
for hospital purposes when extracting assessed values in all cases. The logistics of the fair 
share formula looks at whether municipal assessment increases would typically decrease the 
fair share amount. The fair share allocation is intended to supplement where communities are 
lacking in the industrial assessment classes. Although overall total assessment may increase, 
corresponding industrial assessment may not increase in that same proportion, or in relation to 
population increases, and as a result, affected communities would therefore see an increase in 
their fair share allocation. On the other hand if overall assessment increased and population 
decreased, the community would see an increase in their fair share allocation. Finally if the 
overall assessment increased and population decreased, then the community would typically 
not see an increase in fair share allocation. 
The benefiting area, which applies only to pool2, is the last factor that determines the 
impact on communities as a result of benefiting area industrial revenues. The revenues that 
each municipality receives from identified benefiting areas are converted into an equivalent 
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assessment, which is then added to the total assessment for the municipality. These are the 
libraries, pool, arenas, and other recreation facilities owned by the PRRD and not owned by the 
municipality. 
An equalized per capita amount is derived and used to balance or equalize assessments 
and is used to determine the amounts used for the amount apportionment to be distributed on 
an even field. This amount is derived on several factors such as: 
Assessments are revised to reflect the impact of Tembec, the benefiting areas, 
and Chetwynd's industrial taxation impacts. The agreement identified these as 
set out in the Supplementary Letters Patent that have a tax rate limitation placed 
on the plant. There are other adjusting factors such as BC Hydro grant-in-lieu 
adjustment to Hudson's Hope and the incorporated industrial revenue which is 
related to the dam. 
Rural industrial and municipal converted assessments are added together and 
then divided by the total municipal population; 
The resulting amount from above is multiplied by each jurisdictions population; 
This results in the equalized converted figure for each community which has 
their municipal converted assessment removed; 
This final figure for each community is the amount that is used for allocation 
purposes. The higher this figure, the larger the amount that will be allocated. 
This is probably the most relevant factor in determining why some municipalities 
receive a larger share of the fair share allocation in comparison to prior years, for example. 
The final aspect of the fair share calculation is the annual dollar amount to allocate and 
that is established by the province. The base payable grant is $20 million multiplied by the rate 
of change in the rural industrial assessment base between the last completed taxation year and 
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the base year 2004, which is the year prior to this agreement effective in 2005, the start of this 
agreement. The base year 2004 remains the constant denominator at $1 ,683,268,954 over the 
entire life of this agreement. The rural assessment base for any given year is equal to the sum 
of net taxable values for classes 2, 4, and 5 properties for hospital purposes in the rural areas of 
the PRRD. This indexing shows that since the start of the agreement the rural industrial 
assessment has increased. For the year 2008, this translates into an annual total amount of 
$26.5 million, or a 32.74% increase, compared to $20 million when this agreement started in 
2005. 
iii) Summary 
The knowledge gained from the in-depth interviews conducted during my visits to 
communities in northeastern BC was utilized to determine fairness of the fair share agreement. 
The purpose of this research is to determine whether this Provincial Fair Share agreement is 
fair within the following 3 contexts: 
1) As a revenue sharing program: Do municipalities feel that they are getting enough 
compared to revenues generated to the Province? 
Although most were grateful for the fair share agreement, they were disappointed with 
the amount of $20 million indexed by the Province relative to $2.14 billion the Province 
collects from this industry. This represents slightly less than 1% and in the opinion of the 
interviewees that was clearly too low. Suggestions to increase the indexing amount to $40 or 
even $60 million or use a higher percentage would not impose a burden on provincial 
revenues. 
2) Fair to the region relative to the Province: Why is the oil and gas industry is singled out 
while other industries such as mining and forestry are excluded? 
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The response to this question was generally fair. This industry is the only industry 
identified that does not have an industrial tax base within any community boundaries; this was 
the premise for this agreement. Mining and forestry operate their industry inside boundaries 
where communities are able to charge an industrial tax and generate revenues. One perfect 
example where forestry was outside boundaries resulted in a special agreement where the 
industrial tax was split between two communities 40%/60% to compensate for lack of access. 
Another respondent had a somewhat unique situation related to forestry that it considered was 
not fair however ongoing negotiation with the Province and the Regional District had been 
underway and positive outcomes have been reached at this point. As the forest industry 
evolves, and timber rights are no longer linked to local mills, that should then trigger a change 
and it was suggested to adapt this model. Another suggested offshore drilling would also 
benefit from this model if that development was to move forward in the future. 
3) Equity amongst communities in the Northeastern region: Is the allocation basis and 
formula application equitable? 
The general consensus is that the fair share is equitable; however the formula itself is 
far too complicated. It needs to be re-evaluated for a better, easier solution. One respondent 
suggested deriving at a percentage of revenues based on historical distribution to be revised 
every five years and adjusted for material variances. The reality is that this formula is the most 
equitable as it is the only consistent basis common to all parties was one respondent's 
argument in favor of the allocation basis and formula applied. 
Page 37 of 125 
Chapter 6 - Conclusion 
The reason I choose this topic was to gain a learning opportunity and to share my 
findings with other municipalities in the same industry. The City of Grande Prairie, 
Alberta contacted local governments in northeastern BC seeking advice in developing a 
similar proposal to present to their provincial government. There are certainly 
opportunities to share the experience with neighboring municipalities such as Grande 
Prairie; however one must recognize each individual situation and differing regional 
setting since Alberta operates under counties as opposed to regional districts, which may 
not have the same regulatory capabilities such as in BC. As discussed in the literature, 
policy development is not a template that can be replicated quite as easily and requires in 
depth understanding of the government charters, and only within that context can 
changes be negotiated. One respondent was opposed to sharing this model based on the 
fact that Alberta has a completely different strategy for its people compared to BC. The 
fact that the provincial government in Alberta instituted changes that benefits everybody 
equally across the entire province would not justify the model we adopted in BC. Alberta 
is a wealthy province able to eliminate health care premiums and has no provincial sales 
taxes. The strategies in Alberta are relative to the entire province in comparison to BC, 
which is relative to the northeast region and what our fair share agreement is intended 
for. The logic is that people in Alberta are then prepared to pay a higher tax at the 
municipal level given the higher disposable income and again the direct benefit justified 
to residents living in the community. The argument for this model in Alberta is the fact 
that this industry is still operating outside municipal boundaries and local government 
such as Grande Prairie are not being compensated from the industry that is imposing 
substantial demand on their infrastructure and services. The question lies with the 
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regional setting, and if the counties have the same taxing authority. We then need to 
know about the provincial government and its current use of the royalties it collects and 
whether it distributes that revenue to the entire province or not; otherwise unknown and 
beyond the scope of this project. 
This study revealed a need to experiment with other alternatives as there was a 
general consensus that the complexity of the agreement and its allocation formula is not 
effective and therefore creates the opportunity to define new criteria that best reflect a 
fair share in both contexts; the amount granted, and the allocation of that amount. In the 
opinion of the interviewees the amount granted was unsatisfactory relative to the 
royalties the province collected, and it was suggested that amount should double to $40 
million or even increase to $60 million which is still a very small amount relative to the 
whole and that would still only represent 2.8% of the total revenues generated to the 
province. There needs to be some sort of correlation to economic activity and a 
percentage of total revenue would maintain that relationship but at a higher amount is 
what needs to change. 
Another way to explore the need for oil and gas revenues to support the Peace 
Region communities is to use the concept of the 'burden' that the industry places on the 
region. In this case, factors such as physical infrastructure debt; additional local services 
costs (social and protective), environmental impacts, etc. could be enumerated and 
charged against provincial royalties. Each community in the region develops their 5 year 
operating and capital financial plans that identify these infrastructure maintenance costs, 
wear and tear, environmental remediation, as well as new infrastructure that would 
supports this new 'burden ' concept moving forward. It would provide tangible measures 
Page 39 of 125 
for the Provincial government to consider in allocating the oil and gas revenues to the 
communities. 
There are opportunities to negotiate amendments to the allocation formula in time 
for the upcoming review allowed in 2009 as well as in 2014 or when the contract expires 
on March 31, 2020 where the parties can renegotiate a new agreement. The goal some 
respondents communicated was to develop a simpler formula to present in time to the 
next scheduled negotiation in 2009. It was proposed to analyze historical results to see if 
there were substantial changes to assessment values and population which are prime 
factors to the convoluted calculation and if the changes were not considered material then 
postpone the detail calculation to every 5 year intervals to adjust for any changes then. If 
we simply compared the indexing factor analyzed under the amount granted, we already 
know the assessed values have increased by 32.74%, which is therefore very substantial 
and would most likely have a similar impact on municipal assessment. Based on that 
analogy, this would simplify the calculation but would ignore extremely vital information 
that is relevant to the annual changes to the formula. The province could potentially have 
difficulty excluding such key economic variables in this situation. 
Finally this model can be considered in different industries such as forestry, 
mining, or others. There was interesting feedback from the respondents with respect to 
this model and its possible applications. Within the same industry, it was suggested this 
model would be ideal for offshore drilling where the Queen Charlotte and Prince Rupert 
would benefit from the fair share model. It is outside both their boundaries, and the 
agreement would compensate a much smaller group, which is why this model fits well. 
Another respondent suggested fisheries as that is also concentrated to the communities 
along the BC coast and would be feasible however it was unknown whether the province 
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collected any source of revenue from resources drawn from that industry and how much. 
As for other industries, responses varied in support and also contradicted its application 
to the forest industry. For those against, it was the simple fact that the industry operates 
within municipal boundaries but most important was the fact that this industry spreads 
across the province throughout and it would be a nightmare to start tracking by size 
alone. Dealing with potentially up to 28 regional districts is simply not feasible, and our 
agreement was not designed for mass geographic areas but rather small concentrated 
areas. An interesting argument for this model benefiting the forest industry was the fact 
that the timber license relationship to local mills no longer applies which means 
extracting resource specifically to supply the local mill is no longer required which 
effectively means that the resource are extracted outside municipal boundaries and there 
are no industry to tax if the mill is shut down and no longer operating. That fits the same 
criteria for the model used oil & gas and therefore would apply but only where the 
relationship between timber license to local mill has dissolved. The amount the province 
collects from the forest industry for extracting resources would fit the model for 
allocation back to municipalities. There was not enough information to determine which 
areas in the province have closed mills and still extract the resources outside municipal 
boundaries but it warrants close attention moving forward. 
This project provides a reasonable evaluation of the current system we have in 
place, and it is considered somewhat fair as there are several factors influencing this 
model. The policy formation and resource alliances form a very strong cohort within a 
regional setting where the parties achieved a collective solution to a very complex 
situation and its success is rewarded every year by the fair share agreement. Although the 
allocation is complex, it is fair to all parties. One comment, however, points to the fact 
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that if you have other industries that are successful and growing, the fair share from oil & 
gas decreases. What seems ironic is the fact that, if you have two industries growing, the 
pressure on the municipality from the oil & gas industry continues, whereas funding 
decreases, which was the premise of the fair share model in the first place. That is a 
concern that needs closer review of the rationale given the purpose of the fair share 
model. This project provides several opportunities for improvement and its potential 
applications in other industries. Most important is not the model but rather the human 
element in developing policy, negotiating, and reaching collective solutions to benefit all 
parties affected. 
i) Recommendation 
From the overall perspective, the fair share agreement has provided the communities in 
northeastern BC infrastructure support beneficial to all; however they are still limited in their 
ability to manage growth. It stabilized the economic climate, which is highly desirable for 
socioeconomic and business in the communities. 
More can be done to negotiate between the PRRD and the Province in preparation for 
the next opportunity for contract amendments coming up in the year 2009. The research 
generates a clear understanding of the dynamics between policy development process, 
negotiation, and relationships uniting the northeast communities towards a common good. The 
model is sustainable for community development which brings together people and business. 
All parties must ensure the true value of each of the main interests participating in the 
policy process. Clearly articulate what is at issue, understand the rationale, and increase 
transparency. Negotiate a fair share of the revenue relative to the revenues generated by the 
Province. 
Page 42 of 125 
--------------------------~--- -----
British Columbia·s Energy Resources 
lslbdl 
r Total Estimated 
Energy Resources 
1s aeo oa 
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A Oil ReiDeries 
-- Alllanoe ~ 
Relourc. EstiluiM 
BBO Bllon Balrels of 011 
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TCP Trtlon CI.Oc Feet 
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Tcf = Triltion Standard Cubic Feet GcoiOCIQI Survey ofewda, UIIJ)IIblisbod: P. Haruri.Pa.l' J. Lee, K OAdelz Cl aL, 1993-1998. 
http: //www.em.gov.bc.ca/dlloilgas/pub/fue panel. pdf (May 25, 2007), (January 15, 2008) 
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Petroleum and NaturaJ Gas Title Holdings and Revenue 1996-2006 (calendar years) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Permits 
Active at December 31 l3 28 29 25 19 13 22 22 27 2.6 2.5 
Hectares (m illioos) OJ 01 0.2 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 02 01 
Leues 
Active at December 31 8119 8662 8803 8815 9164 9543 9726 10056 10595 11456 12204 
Hectares (m illioos) 33 3.4 3.5 B 3.9 42 4.4 4.7 4.9 5.4 5.8 
DriDing U.ctnces 
Active at D"cember 31 1126 1347 1449 1606 1691 IM7 2039 2154 2202 2190 2094 
Hectares (millioos) 1.9 23 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.0 33 35 3.4 31 3.1 
Crown Ru.rws- Dlsposltloll Bonw.s [$m~llo11s) 
Petroleum and natural gas 
permits $31 $0.6 $0.3 $0.6 
$0.8 $4.6 $42 $2.1 $5.8 $0.0 $3.3 
Drilling Ucences $68.4 $152.4 $67.3 $155.8 $211.9 $375.4 $238.7 $601.0 $169.6 $403.6 $490.0 
Petroleum and Natural Gas $56.4 $63.8 $28.7 $19.8 $35.6 $59.4 $455 $43.6 $57.3 $BlA $137.7 leases• 
Totils $128.0 $216.8 $96.3 $1761 $2481 $439.5 $2885 $646.7 S232.8 $536.0 $631.0 
Fees, Rnt;aJs, l'tc. ($mUIIons} 
Petroleum and natural gas 
permits $03 $01 $0.2 $03 $03 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.2 $01 $01 
Drilling Ucences $73 $8.9 $1 0.4 $115 $12.3 $12.5 $125 $141 $13.6 $133 $1 2.7 
Leases $26.7 $29.6 $2.9.1 $293 $323 $36.3 $37.4 $42.4 $-43.4 $49.8 $55.7 
Miscellaneous fees $05 $0.6 $0.8 $01 $01 $0.2 $01 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.4 
Tot<~ Is $3-49 $39.3 $-40.5 $413 $45.0 $49.1 $50.1 $56.8 $57.2 $633 $69.0 
Crown Roy;lltlts ($mUIIons) 
Gas and processed products $131.7 $174.8 $1M.1 $293.7 $876.6 $1,131 .8 $7952 $1,3115 $1,395.1 $1,84-4.7 $1,331.6 
Oil $72 .9 $79.6 $62.7 $76.1 $136.4 $110.7 $1079 $99.0 $109.3 $116.6 $107.8 
Tot.tls $204.6 $245.4 Sl-41.8 $369.8 $1,013.0 $1,2-42.5 $903.1 $1 ,-410.9 $1,504.4 $1,9613 $1 ,439.4 
Rewnu. Totib ($,.111ons) $367.5 $5105 $379.6 $5873 $1,306.2 $1,731.1 $1,241.7 $2,114.4 $1,794.5 $2,5605 $2,139.3 
Nore· due to 100nd.'ng, rorals cannotal.va~-s be recondled wfth subrorals. 
'Vatue for 1006 K!ckidesa sp«iafpo>uoJeum and natural gas .lease .~sued byOrdei-m.CouocN. 
(This ink>lmaroo is pr<Mded for rhe conwnV!nce ofrhe p<Ib!ic. The Bri~sh Columbia gooRmmenrdoes 00( assume 00bil.1ryforanyemxs or omissions) 
http://www.em.gov.bc.ca/subwebs/oilandgas/pub/5839 _ OilnGas _ Bro.pdf (25 May 2007), (20 
January 2008). 
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Drilling. Production and Distribution Statistics 1996- 2006 (calt:ndar year ) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2001 2004 2005 2006 
W.Us Drilled 
Oil 71 109 93 38 58 75 40 69 54 41 54 
Gas 121 113 300 405 494 594 427 770 986 12~5 1112 
Abandoned 118 83 113 Ill 137 95 66 76 58 50 50 
CaS<?d/Service 51 178 66 56 81 Ill 11 0 126 172 100 190 
Tot-. Is 461 583 652 620 770 875 643 1041 1170 1426 1416 
O.pth OriDed (thou:unds of rMtNs) 
Development 377 505 578 5~ 706 823 702 1162 1396 1747 1670 
Exploratory C:Utpost 119 195 300 311 402 571 399 696 799 706 725 
Exploratory Wildcat 129 118 95 74 91 11 0 BO 158 Ill 165 170 
Experimenta I 3 0 0 0 4 IS 5 16 l 6 12 
louis 728 918 973 9U 1204 1519 1235 2022 2318 1625 2586 
Goto~IC<II (NW· 
w.. Of~ 160 190 Ill 105 140 167 160 164 194 H O 334 
lndllstry Caplt .. llnvutmnt" 1.1 1.6 1.3 1.1 1.8 3.1 1.4 3.8 3.9 49 4.7 ($billions) 
Prod .. clng 011 W•Ds, 
0.c•m~r31 820 922 943 925 1008 1017 1045 1080 11 07 1089 1091 
Producing G<l$ W.ll$, 
0.c•m~r31 121 5 1425 1630 1921 2301 1697 3011 3569 4385 5117 6608 
Romolnlng R•SO>""'s Estimate 
Oil (IO'm') 11 23 15 26 27 l5 ll 12 ll 11 NIA 
Marketable Gas ( 1 O'rn' 144 ll9 ll6 137 140 152 255 160 317 363 NlA 
Crudt OU ~nd Equtnlent 2U5 3066 3317 2910 3217 3188 H36 2840 2709 2461 2358 Prod .. ctJon 11 O'm'J• 
Dtstrlbutton of B.C. Crudt OLI and Equtv.U.nt 
Delivo;ries to B.C. Refineries 1116 1149 1016 1511 1036 8:>1 1093 1341 1184 1051 1010 (IO'm') 
Exports to AI bo;rta and US (I O'm'J 1500 1937 1248 1451 1096 23.34 1869 1469 1302 1303 1165 
Nat..ral Gas Supply ( 1 O"m'J 
Total B.C gas production' 235 24.7 25.3 259 16.6 199 32.4 30.8 llO ll.S )2,8 
Imports from Alberta, Nortl'rwest 2.1 1.8 1.9 1.6 2.4 3.4 2.6 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.0 Territories, Yukon 
Tot<~ I Supply 25.6 26-5 27.2 27.5 29.0 H.l 35.0 32.1 H.9 35.A l4.6 
Nat..ral Gas DtstrlbuUon 11 0...,') 
Gas DelivE-ries in B.C. 8.7 8.3 8.0 7.8 8.7 8.7 81 7.7 7.6 7.6 6.1 (marketable gas) 
Gas Exported 
(marketable and raw) 11.4 11.5 13.4 B.S 14.7 18.4 10.8 195 10.6 11.4 21.0 
Gas injected to storag;! & 
recovery schemes 1.6 1.6 1.3 15 1.4 1.5 11 1.0 1.3 0.8 12 
Flared, fue~ processing. shri nlcage 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.7 5.0 4.4 5.6 53 & plant waste• 
Tot<~~l Distribution lS:J 26-5 27.1 17:1 29.3 33.4 35.0 31.1 n .!l 35.A l4.6 
Propane Production (I O'm ") 458 472 51 2 251 518 538 446 362 366 344 370 
Butano; Production (I O'm'J 113 151 309 197 315 3.21 291 295 195 318 336 
Sulphur Production (I O' tonnes) 917 911 941 925 899 9(}4 865 770 791 743 847 
B.C Petroleum Product 101 10.6 10.7 11 .0 11.1 10.9 11.1 11.3 121 liJ 11.4 Consumption (1 O'm') 
B.C Natural Gas 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.8 7.1 6.5 5.7 5.8 6.0 6J 61 Consumption (1 O'rn'J 
• CAPP (Canadian Assocration ofPerrokum Prodlicers} esrimate does not ii'ICiude operatmg costs and JO)U.1tJeS par1. 
• lnckldesconde sat?andfbmtanes/)klsFoduction. \b.\:lmes in (}' m•ar 5 df<)feesCetsius. Conllt?tsion Factors ' ~es in I 0' m' ar 0 . 5 kPa and > dl'<)f'eeS Celsius, nor inckJding gas fuxn storage wells wftidl roro.led 0.8097 m' in l()'m'gasx35.494=mdgas 1006 (14.65 psia and 60 degtees FahRnheitJ 
• lnckldes f~eld losses ('e, flaring, fuel & mete1 di ererres) and loss during disrrit>urion and expoft. m' o~ x6.29 = b<JJRis oil 
http ://www.em.gov.bc.ca/subwebs/oilandgas/pub/5839 _ OilnGas_Bro.pdf (25 May 2007), (20 
January 2008). 
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For Immediate Release 
2007CS0032-000548 
May 1, 2007 
NEWS RELEASE 
APPENDIX3 
Ministry of Community Services 
NORTHEAST COMMUNITIES BENEFIT FROM PROVINCIAL SUPPORT 
VICTORIA- The Province is delivering the latest instahnent from the Peace River Memorandum of 
Understanding, more than $24 million this year alone, to support and enhance economic development and 
regional infrastructure for the Peace River Regional District, said Richard Neufeld, Minister of Energy, 
Mines and Petroleum Resources and MLA for Peace River North. 
"The growth we have seen in our oil and gas industry has provided impressive benefits to our 
families and communities," said Neufeld. "With this increase in funding of over S3 million compared to 
last year, the provincial government is ensw'ing that the infrastructure we depend on every day is safe, 
reliable, and capable of meeting the future needs of our growing economy_" 
"This funding assists those communities that don 't have the same access to an industrial tax base 
which helps pay for infrastructure improvements and other important projects determined by the local 
governments," added Blair Lekstrom, MLA for Peace River South. "I'd like to thank the regional district 
for working with myself and Richard to expand this valuable program. The benefits that have arisen to the 
region as a result of the former FairShare program are already showing in all communities and rural areas." 
"By enhancing infrastructure, -. .. ve are building vibrant, connected communities that are greener, 
healthier and more active places to live," said Community Services Minister Ida Chong. "Including this 
year's amount, the Memorandum of Understanding has now delivered more than $65 million to 
communities in the northeast to assist with infrastructure- providing important services to area residents." 
Announced in 2005, the Provincial I Peace River Memorandum of Understanding (formerly called 
FairShare) provides at least $20 million annually, indexed to changes in the rural industrial assessment 
base, to the Peace River Regional District. The funds act as "grants-in-lieu" and are provided because the 
Peace River communities cannot access what would ordinarily be their municipal industrial property taxes. 
Representatives from the communities ofChem·ynd, Hudson' s Hope, Taylor, Tumbler Ridge, 
Dawson Creek, Fort St. John and Pouce Coupe were signatories to the Memorandum of Understanding. 





Ministry of Commnnity Services 
250 356-6334 
-30-
For more information on government services or to subscribe to the Province ' s news feeds using RSS, 
visit the Province's '"'ebsite at www.gov.bc.ca. 
http/ /:www2.news.gov.bc.ca/news _releases_ 2005-2009/2007CS0032-000548pdf (25 
May 2007) 
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home > find documents 
Find documents 
Advanced Search Search Tips 
I Peace River l'v1errorandum of Und Civic Info §earch 
"of" is a very common word and was not included in your search. [details] 
[MS WORD] Policy: 
..• TOTAL, 100, 1,000,100, 5,000,000, 10,000,000. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING. 
BETWEEN THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA. AND. THE PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT . ... 
www. ci vi ci nfo. be. cal Li bra ry I Po I icies_a nd_Proced u resi Fi na ncei O i l_a n d_ Gas_ Reve n ue_Rea lloca t io n_ Prog ra m_ Po I icy--
Fort_St. _John- - May_ 1995.doc - Text Version 
http://www.civicinfo .bc.ca/Library/Policies and Procedures/Finance/Oil and Gas Revenue 
Reallocation Program Policy--Fort St. John--May 1995.doc. 
OIL AND GAS REVENUE REALLOCATION PROGRAM POLICY 
POLICY 
The Oil and Gas Revenue Reallocation program (attached) wi ll generate, give or take $5 Million a year in 
revenues for the City starting in 1999. City Council has complete autonomy over the expenditure of these funds. 
City Council's policy is that Oil and Gas Revenue Reallocation Program funds be assigned as follows : 
a. Maintenance of Service Levels - 20% of the funds (approximately $1 Million) available annually for 
transfer to the base budget to maintain day-to-day services and to offset the increased costs of 
downloaded services or grant reductions. The Base Budget shall also incorporate a $200,000.00 program 
targeted at Computerization/Technology Improvements. 
b. Street System - 60% of the funds available annually (approximately $3 Million) to be assigned for the 
Street System (Component l ). Funds will be targeted by policy to the respective components to ensure 
that the planned priorities for expenditure offunds reflect good planning and meet the test of fairness and 
equity. 
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Amendment: 
The funds will be allocated pursuant to the following formulas: 
---
Component No.1- Street System 
Allocation Formula 
Group Project % Annual 5 Year 10 Year 
1 Major Street Network and 35 1,050,000 5,250,000 10,500,000 
Arterials 
·-
2 Existing Paved 35 1,050,000 5,250,000 10,500,00 
,...---
3 By-Pass/Frontage Roads 10 300,000 1,500,000 3,000,000 
4 Resident/Com. Gravel (LIP) 10 300,000 1,500,000 
I 
3,000,000 
5 Street Lights/Traffic Signs 10 300,000 1,500,000 13,000,000 
Sidewalks and Storm Sewers 
100 3,000,000 11s,ooo,ooo 30,000,000 
TOTAL 
The Five-Year Capital Plan, as proposed each year, should also be evaluated on the basis of the 
following criteria: 
1. The amount of interest in the local improvement program being expressed by residents on 
gravel streets. 
2. Equality in terms of the amount of the Capital Budget being spent in the four different quadrants 
of the City. 
3. The balance between expenditures between commercial and residential areas. 
4. Are important public safety issues being addressed? 
5. If the budget provides for phasing of work, then funds to complete the remaining phases of the 
work are to be committed. 
6. The five-year program be all-inclusive, to ensure that utility upgrading and other ancillary 
projects are incorporated in the budget. 
POLICY (continued) 
b) 7) The percentage allocations in the formulas shall be the targets to be achieved over the 5 years of 
the Capital Plan. 
c. Civic and Recreation Facilities- 20% ($1 Million) of the funds available annually to be assigned to the 
Capital Budget for Civic and Recreation Facilities (Component 2). Facilities include: 




North Peace Recreation Centre Complex RCMP Station 
Kids Arena City Hall 
Curling Rink Fire Hall 
Speed Skating Facility Public Works Facility 
Rotary Building Centennial Park 
Visitor Information Centre Kin Park 
Cultural Centre Mathews Park 
Library Slowpitch Complex 
Community Forest Neighbourhood Parks 
OCP Trails 
Any other facility determined by City Council 
Amendment: 
The 2 mmion dollars shall be allocated according to the following allocation formula with the target 
percentages to be achieved over the 5 years of the Capital Plan: 
Project % ---,Annual 5 Year 110 Year 
1. Public Works Facility 26 260,000 1,300,000 2,600,000 
2. City Hall 19 190,000 950,000 11,900,000 
3. Parks/Recreation 55 550,000 2,750,000 15,500,000 
/Buildings 
~- I It o,ooo,ooo TOTAL 100 1,000,100 _5,000,000 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 
AND 
THE PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 
General Principles: 
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The Province recognizes the unique situation of the Peace River Regional District, with limited access to 
revenues from the gas and oil industry. 
It is recognized that the Regional District' s member municipalities are the service centers to industry in the area 
and provide the necessary infrastructure which services industry and its workers, the majority of whom reside 
within the boundaries of the municipalities, and that recent industry growth has placed additional demands on 
local government infrastructure. 
It is recognized that municipal infrastructure is currently inadequate and is deteriorating and that the Peace River 
Regional District municipalities need access to additional revenue to provide new facilities and the necessary 
improvements to existing infrastructure. 
It is further recognized that the Province, local government and the oil and gas industry will benefit from, and 
have important roles to play in the success of, the Oil and Gas Initiative. 
Objectives: 
The objective of this agreement and undertaking is to ensure that, through the implementation of an Oil and Gas 
Revenue Reallocation Program, the infrastructure within the Regional District is raised to an adequate level, and 
in particular can respond to the demands placed on it by recent oil and gas industry growth, and is funded in such 
a way that achieves a fair balance among local government jurisdictions, taxpayers and sources of revenue. 
The Province and the Peace River Regional District agree and undertake that: 
a. The Province may continue to provide for an annual Provincial tax levy for the Peace River Regional 
District under the Taxation (Rural Area) Act, at a tax rate which will raise an amount to be determined by 
the Province for the year in question (the amount), for the purposes of infrastructure development in the 
region. The Province may consequently impose a special tax levy on Electoral Area assessment classes 
2, 4 and 5. The tax rates to be used for the special tax levy are the rates necessary to raise the amount 
from Electoral Area classes 2, 4 and 5. 
b. Taxes collected under this agreement shall be referred to as the "Peace River Local Government 
Infrastructure Tax" for all purposes and if practicable, will be identified separately from the Provincial 
Rural Area Tax rate, subject to the technical ability of the Surveyor of Taxes and systems in place. 
c . In each fiscal year specified in Column 1 of Appendix A, the Peace River Regional District (the PRRD) 
will be paid the amount specified in Column 2. The amount specified in Column 2 is a total that includes 
The Province and the Peace River Regional District agree and undertake that: 
(continued) 
c) the amount of any "Peace River Local Government Infrastructure Tax" imposed for that fiscal year 
under section (a). For the fiscal year 1998/99, the amount specified in Column 2 also includes any 
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amounts paid on account of the Memorandum ofUnderstanding approved on December 15, 1994 
under the authority ofOrder in Counci11571 /94 (the former MOU). 
d. The total amounts payable under sections (a) and (c) shall be paid to the PRRD not later than August 1 in 
each calendar year. The payments shall be described as payments under the Oil and Gas Revenue 
Reallocation Program. 
e . Ten percent of the amounts paid under section (d) shall be allocated among the Regional District's 
electoral areas according to a plan or plans approved by the Regional Board, and shall be utilized for 
rural local government capital infrastructure purposes which shall include the provision or maintenance 
of capital infrastructure, and which may include, but need not be restricted to, projects for natural gas 
supply, telephone and electrical systems within the region, or contributions to municipalities for the use 
by rural residents of municipal capital facilities. 
f. Ninety percent of the amounts paid under section (d) shall be distributed among the municipalities in the 
Regional District according to the distribution formula in Appendix B. 
g. The former MOU expires once all payments under it in respect of fiscal year 1998/99 have been made. 
This MOU expires at the end of fiscal year 2007/08. lt will be reviewed in fiscal year 2002/03, and the review 
will include, but not be restricted to, the examination of whether Oil and Gas Revenue Reallocation Program 
payments should be increased and/or indexed to suitable growth measures. 
(continued) 
APPENDIX A 
Column 1 Column 2 
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Year Oil and Gas Revenue Reallocation 
Program Payment 
-~ 
1998/99 6 --- ~-













*all amounts are in millions of dollars 
APPENDIX B 
The formula allocates 10 percent of the Oil and Gas Resource Revenue Reallocation Program amount to be 
distributed to the Electoral Areas with 90% to be distributed to the municipalities. 
The formula uses current converted values of assessments for Hospital purposes prepared by the British Columbia 
Assessment Authority and municipal population statistics as determined by the Director of Statistics appointed 
under the Statistics Act. 
Distribution Formula 
Where: 
m =Total current converted values of a municipality's assessment for Hospital purposes as contained 
in the Authenticated Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British 
Columbia Assessment Authority, as adjusted to reflect phase-in conditions applied to boundary 
expansions or new revenue sharing arrangements. 
M =The sum ofm 
R = Total current converted values of Electoral Area assessments of classes 2, 4 and 
5 for Hospital purposes as contained in the Authenticated Net Taxable and Converted Value 
reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
p = The Municipal population statistics as determined by the Director of Statistics 
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appointed under the Statistics Act and utilized in a manner consistent with that of the Local 
Government Grants population statistics. 
P =The sum ofp 
C = M+R 
P (Calculation of the equalized per capita tax base) 
a= (p x C) - m (Calculation of the figures used to apportion the Program 
amount) 
A= The sum of a 
L =The program amount minus 10 percent. 
Step 1 M + R 
P = C (Calculation of the equalized per capita tax 
base) 
Step 2 (p x C) - m = a (Calculation of the figures used to apportion 
the Program amount) 
Step 3 _a_x L =Allocation (Calculates each municipality's 
A share of the program amount) 
http//:www.civicinfo.bc.ca/Library/Policies_and_Procedures/Finance/Oil_and_Gas_Reve 
nue_Reallocation_Program_Policy- -Fort_St._John- -May_1995.doc (24 May 2007) 










MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT 
OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 
represented by 
THE MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY, 
ABORIGINAL AND WOMEN'S SERVICES 
(the "Province") 
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 
District of Chetwynd 
City of Dawson Creek 
City of Fort St. John 
District of Hudson's Hope 
Village of Pouce Coupe 
District of Taylor 
District of Tumbler Ridge 
(the "Region") 
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Background 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE PROVINCE AND THE REGION 
APPENDIX 5 
In 1998 the Province and the Peace River Regional District (the "PRRD") entered 
a Memorandum of Understanding (the "1998 MOU"). 
The parties wish to terminate the 1998 MOU and replace it with this 
Memorandum of Understanding. 
Pursuant to Part 4, Division 5 of the Local Govemment Grants Regulations, B.C. 
Reg. 221/95, the Province is authorized to make special assistance grants to 
assist in the resolution of municipal or regional district problems that are unusual 
or unique. 
NOW THEREFORE the Province and the Region (the "Parties") agree and 
undertake that: 
Considerations 
1. The Parties recognize the unique situation of the Region with respect to 
limited access to the oil and gas industry property tax base. 
2. In particular, the Parties recognize that much of the oil and gas industry is 
located in areas outside of municipal boundaries and therefore is not 
subject to municipal taxes. Municipal boundary adjustments, inter-
municipal tax sharing arrangements, and regionalization of services 
cannot adequately address this issue. 
3. The Parties recognize that the Region's municipalities are the service 
centres to industry and its workers and that industry growth will continue to 
place additional demands on municipal infrastructure and services. 
4 . The Parties recognize that historical infrastructure deficits continue to exist 
in some of the Region's municipalities. 
5. The Parties recognize that the considerations in paragraphs 1 through 4 
must be addressed with the objective of achieving a reasonable degree of 
comparability with the revenues from property classes 2, 4 , and 5 
("Industrial Revenues") available in other industrial municipalities across 
British Columbia. 
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6. The objective of this MOU is to address issues respecting parity, 
responsiveness, local autonomy, accountability, certainty, industrial 
competitiveness, economic development and regional infrastructure needs 
while having limited precedent effect with other local governments in 
British Columbia. In addition the Parties have a mutual interest in 
ensuring that each local government within the Region has the resources 
to upgrade, maintain and expand the services and infrastructure 
necessary to facilitate the economic expansion of the oil, gas, forest and 
other industries within the Region . 
Requirement for Regional Consensus 
7. When the Region acts under this MOU it requires the unanimous consent 
of the PRRD and its member municipalities. 
Term of Memorandum of Understanding 
8. Notwithstanding the date of execution of this MOU, the term of this MOU 
will commence on March 18, 2005 and expire on March 31 , 2020. 
Payments for Historical Infrastructure Deficits 
9. The Province will pay to the beneficiaries the amounts in accordance with 
Appendix 1. 
10. These payments are provided in recognition of the significant historical 
deficits in local infrastructure and are provided for the general purpose of 
addressing these local infrastructure deficits. 
11 . Payments will be made directly to the beneficiaries not later than March 
31,2005. 
12. Until the funds are fully expended, each beneficiary will publish a report on 
an annual basis setting out the projects funded in whole or in part by its 
payment for historical infrastructure deficits. In the case of the Region's 
municipalities, this report may be included in the annual report required 
under section 98(2) of the Community Charter. 
Annual Pavments 
13. The Province will pay the sum of $20 million to the PRRD for the fiscal 
year 2005/06 no later than April 30, 2005. 
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14. For each year after 2005/06 for the duration of the term of this MOU, the 
Province will pay to the PRRD no later than April 30 of each year an 
amount to be calculated in accordance with Appendix 2. 
15. The amounts paid under paragraphs 13 and 14 will be distributed by the 
PRRD in accordance with the allocation formula set out in Appendix 3. 
16. If the Province implements a policy change, a legislative change to an 
enactment, a regulatory change under an enactment, or a change to any 
order made by the Commissioner under the Assessment Act (a "Policy 
Change"), and the Province or the Region believes that the Policy Change 
impacts the Region in a materially different manner than other industrial 
municipalities: 
a) the Parties will enter into negotiations with the intent to ensure that the 
Region is maintained within the average per capita Industrial 
Revenues of the top ten industrial municipalities in the rest of British 
Columbia; and 
b) the negotiations will be concluded within six months of the 
announcement of the Policy Change. 
Allocation Formula Review 
17. In the event of a change in circumstances that causes the Region to seek 
revision to the allocation formula for the annual revenue payments in 
Appendix 3, the Region may request a review and approval by the 
Province of amendments to the allocation formula during the provincial 
fiscal years 2009/10 and 2014/15 of the term of this MOU. 
18. A request for review must be submitted in writing no later than September 
30 and must contain a proposed allocation formula. 
19. The proposed allocation formula should weight the allocations toward the 
Region's local governments that: 
a) do not have adequate industrial tax base support, as evidenced by 
comparison to a representative group of industrial municipalities 
elsewhere in the Province; 
b) have historically not benefited from industrial tax base support 
resulting in infrastructure deficits; 
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c) are experiencing high levels of population growth and demand for 
services, due to the growth of the oil and gas industry; and 
d) play a vital service centre role in supporting both the oil and gas 
industry and a large contiguous rural population. 
20. Upon approval by the Province, the amended allocation formula will 
replace the formula in Appendix 3, effective for the payments made under 
paragraph 14 of this MOU for the years 2010 and 2015, as the case may 
be. 
Review of MOU 
21 . At least one year prior to the expiry of this MOU, the Parties agree to enter 
discussions to determine whether the Parties are willing to consider 
entering into a new agreement when the current MOU expires. 
Amendments 
22. Any amendments to this MOU shall be in writing and signed by the 
Parties. 




23. Effective upon the date of execution of this MOU, the 1998 MOU is hereby 
terminated. 
DATED this ~nd day of March, 2005. 




District of Chetwynd 
Evan Saugstad, Mayor 
District of Hudson's Hope 
Lenore Harwood, Mayor 
dC::~st=~ 
Village of Pouce Coupe 
Doyle McNabb, Mayor 
~~-g.~ 
District of Taylor 
Fr Ja s . Mayor 
District Tumbler Ridge 
Clay lies, Mayor 
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Disbursements for the Purposes of Paragraph 9 
CHElWYND ... ....... ....... ... .. ... ..... ... .. .. ........ ........ .. . $ 2,004,585 
DAWSON CREEK ............ ......... ... ........... .. ...... .. $10,503,641 
FORT STJOHN .......... .. ... ........... ...................... $ 15,027,265 
HUDSON'S HOPE ..... ....... ...... .. ......... ...... ..... .. .. ... .. $ 578,089 
POUCE COUPE ... ... ... .. .......... ....... ............ ............. $ 839,177 
PRRD ... ....................... ......... ..... .......... .. ........... .... $ 5,250,000 
l>- Rural allocation to electoral areas $ 3,500,000 
» Rural allocation to regional district $ 1,750,000 
TAYLOR ...... .. ....................................... ... .............. . $ 258,299 
TUMBLER RIDGE ... ................ .. .. ....... ..... ............... $ 538,944 
APPENDIX 5 
Note: sum to be paid to PRRD is composed of two separate allocations, 
as shown. 
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APPENDIX 2 
Calculation of Annual Grant Under Paragraph 14 
The annual payable grant is equal to the base year grant of $20 million, 
multiplied by the rate of change in the rural industrial assessment base between 
the last completed taxation year and 2004. 
Payment = $20 million X Rural Industrial Assessment Base (Previous Taxation Year) Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2004) 
For the purposes of this agreement, the rural industrial assessment base for a 
given year is equal to the sum of net taxable values of Class 2, 4 and 5 
properties for hospital purposes in the rural area of the Peace River Regional 
District, as reported by the British Columbia Assessment Authority in the revised 
roll for that taxation year (RG618). 
In 2004, the rural industrial assessment base was $1 ,683,268,954. 
Column 1 Column 2 
Payment Year Payment Calculation 
2005/06 $20 million 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2005) 
2006/07 $20million X 
$1 ,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2006) 
2007/08 $20 mill ion X 
$1 ,683,268.954 
2008/09 $20 million X 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2007) 
$1 ,683,268,954 
2009/10 $20 million X 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2008) 
$1 ,683,268,954 
2010/11 $20 mill ion X 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2009) 
$1 ,683,268,954 
2011 /12 $20 million X 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2010) 
$1,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2011) 
2012/13 $20 million X 
$1 ,683,268,954 
2013114 $20 million X 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (20 12) 
$1 ,683,268,954 
"ib' of Fort ... · · · • ·  
APR ? : ?iJIJ5 
r _·-.: ElVED 
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Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2013) 
2014/15 $20 million X 
$1,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2014} 
2015/16 $20 million X 
$1,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2015) 
2016/17 $20 million X 
$1,683,268.954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2016) 
2017/18 $20 million X 
$1 ,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2017) 
2018/19 $20 million X 
$1,683,268,954 
Rural Industrial Assessment Base (2018) 
2019/20 $20 million X 
$1,683,268,954 




Allocation Formula for Annual Payments under Paragraph 15 
1. Introduction 
This appendix sets out the allocation formulae for the allocation of the annual grant payment as 
set out in Sections 13 and 14 of the Memorandum of Understanding. 
2. Allocating Increases and Decreases In The Grant Amounts 
In the first year of the agreement (2005), the base amount in Pool 1 is $12 M and the base 
amount in Pool 2 is $ 8 M. In each subsequent year of the agreement, the base amounts in each 
pool will be adjusted to reflect changes in the sum of Class 2, 4 and 5 net taxable values for 
hospital purposes in the rural area of the Peace River Regional District. These adju~tments will 
occur in the following manner: 
Step 1 Any increase or decrease in the grant amount in each year of the agreement will be 
determined by the application of the formula set out in Appendix 2 
Step 2 The increase or decrease will be proportionately allocated to Pool 1 and Pool 2 based on 
the original $12M and $8 M amount. This will require 60% of any increase or decrease to 
be allocated to Pool 1 and 40% of any increase or decrease to be allocated to Pool 2. 
3. Allocation of Funds In Pool1 
10% of the grant amount in Pool1 is allocated to the electoral areas. 
Funds in Pool 1 will be allocated as follows: 
Step 1 The total current converted values of each municipality's assessments for Hospital 
purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided 
annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority is determined. (RG 618). The 
converted values of the District of Chetwynd and the City of Dawson Creek are adjusted 
to reflect tax revenue sharing arrangement for the Tembec plant. 
Step 2 The total converted values of each municipality are added to establish a sum of all 
municipal total converted values. 
Step 3 The total converted values of Electoral Area assessments of Classes 2, 4 and 5 for 
Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value 
Reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority are established. 
(RG618) 
Step 4 The municipal population is established for each municipality based on the statistics as 
determined by the Director of Statistics appointed under the Statistics Act and used in a 
manner consistent with that of the local Government Grants population statistics. 
Step 5 The populations of each municipality are added to establish a total population for all 
municipalities. 
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Step 6 The equalized per capita tax base is calculated by adding the total current converted 
values of all municipal assessments (Step 2) and the total current converted value of 
Classes 2,4 and 5 assessments in the rural area of the Peace River Regional District 
(Step 3) and then dividing that total by the total municipal population as determined in 
Step4. 
Step 7 The equal ized per capita tax base as calculated in Step 6 is multiplied by the population 
of each municipality. The total current converted values of each municipality's 
assessment for Hospital purposes ( as determined in Step 1) is then subtracted from that 
product to determine a value. If that value is a negative number for any municipality, that 
municipality ( population and converted assessment) is removed from the calculations 
and the calculations described in Steps 6 and 7 are carried out again . 
Step 8 The values calculated for each of the municipalities in Step 7 are added to establish a 
sum for all of the municipalities. 
Step 9 The values calculated in Step 7 for each municipal ity and Step 8 for all municipalities are 
then used as the basis for apportioning the grant amount in Pool 1 as adjusted to reflect 
changes in the value of the assessment of Classes 2, 4 and 5 in the Electoral areas. 
Each municipality's share is calculated by dividing the value established for each 
municipality (Step 7) by the value established in Step 8 and then multiplying the total 
grant amount available in Pool 1 by that number. 
The following provides a summary of the calculations required. 
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Allocation Formula For Pool1 
Where: 
m = Total current converted values of a municipality's assessment for Hospital purposes as 
contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by 
the British Columbia Assessment Authority, as adjusted to reflect phase-in conditions 
applied to boundary expansions or revenue sharing arrangements such as the Tembec 
plant. 
M = The sum of m 
R = Total current converted values of Electoral Area assessments of classes 2. 4 and 5 for 
Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports 
provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
p = The Municipal population statistics as determined by the Director of Statistics appointed 
under the Statistics Act and utilized in a manner consistent with that of the Local 
Government Grants population statistics. 
P = The sum of p 
C= M +R (Calculation of the equalized per capita tax base) 
p 
a= (p x C)-m (Calculation of the ftgures used to apportion the grant amount ) 
A = The sum of a 
L = The grant amount for Pool1 minus 10 percent. 
Step 1) M + R 
p 
Step 2) (p x C) 





(Calculation of the equalized per capita tax base) 
(Calculation of the figures used to apportion the 
grant amount) 
If (a) returns a negative value for any 
municipality, that municipality is removed from 
the calculations and Steps 1 and 2 are repeated. 
(Calculates each municipality's share of the 
Grant amount) 
City ot , .. ·· "' Jtlhn 
APR 7 0 2005 
Rc.CEIVED 
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The current converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of each municipality's 
assessments for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Values reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment 
Authority is determined. (RG 618) 
The current converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of assessment for Hospital 
purposes are adjusted as follows: 
• The current converted values of the District of Chetwynd are adjusted as shown 
in Schedule 2 to reflect the tax rate limitations set out in Supplementary Letters 
Patent. 
• The current converted values of the District of Chetwynd and the City of Dawson 
Creek are adjusted as shown in Schedule 3 to reflect the tax revenue sharing 
arrangements between the District of Chetwynd and the City of Dawson Creek 
for the Tembec plant and the tax rate limitation placed on the plant pursuant to 
Supplementary Letters Patent. 
• The current converted values of the District of Chetwynd and the City of Fort St. 
John are adjusted as shown in Schedule 4 to reflect the tax base support 
received from Classes 2, 4 and 5 in the unincorporated participating areas of the 
service areas. 
• The current converted values of the District of Hudson's Hope are adjusted as 
shown in Schedule 5 to reflect the grant in lieu of taxes received from B.C. 
Hydro. 
In the event that a municipality participates in a regional district service area during 
the term of the agreement and receives the support of tax revenues generated from 
Classes 2, 4 and 5 in the unincorporated participating area to the level set out in 
Schedule 6, the converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 the municipality shall be 
adjusted as shown in Schedule 6. 
The current converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of each municipality, as adjusted 
in Steps 2 and 3 above are added to establish a sum of all municipal converted 
values for Classes 2, 4 and 5. 
The total converted values of rural area assessments of Classes 2, 4 and 5 for 
hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value 
Reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority are 
established. (RG 618) 
The municipal population is established for each municipality based on statistics as 
determined by the Director of Statistics appointed under the Statistics Act and used in 
a manner consistent with that of the Local Government Grants population statistics. 
The populations of each municipality as determined in Step 6 are added to establish 
the total municipal population. 
The equalized per capita tax base is calculated by adding the current converted 
values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of all municipal assessments (Step 2) as adjusted in 
Steps 2 and 3 and the total current converted value of Classes 2, 4 and 5 
assessments In the electoral areas (Step 5 ) and then dividing that total by the total 
municipal population as determined in Step 7. 








The equal ized per capita tax base as calculated in Step 8 is multipl ied by the 
population of each municipality. The current converted value of Classes 2. 4 and 5 of 
each municipality's assessment for hospital purposes (as determined in Step 1 and 
adjusted in Steps 2 and 3) is then subtracted from that product to determine a value. 
The values calculated for each of the municipalities in Step 9 are added to establish 
a sum for all of the municipalities . 
The values calculated in Step 9 for each municipality and Step 10 for all 
municipalities are then used as the basis for apportioning the grant amount in Pool 2 
as adjusted to reflect changes in the value of the assessment of Classes 2, 4 and 5 
in the municipalities. Each municipality's share is calculated by dividing the value 
established for each municipality (Step 10) by the value established in Step 9 and 
then multiplying the total grant amount available in Pool 2 by that number. 
If that value is less than $250,000, the municipality or municipalities are each 
allocated a minimum grant of $250,000 and the municipality or municipalities are 
removed from the calculations. The amount of the grant in Pool 2 available for 
distribution in that year is adjusted by subtracting the amount of the minimum grant(s) 
allocated to those municipalities and the calculations described in Steps 8 to 11 are 
carried out again . 
The share of each municipality's share of Pool 2 is added to each municipality's 
share of Pool 1 to establish the total share available to each municipality. 
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Allocation Formula For Pool 2 
m = Current converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of a municipality's assessment for 
Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value 
reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority, as adjusted to 
reflect revenue sharing agreements, participation in regional district service areas. 
receipt of grants-in-lieu, and tax rate limitations established in Supplementary Let1ers 
Patent 
M = The sum of m 
R = Total current converted values of Electoral Area assessments of classes 2, 4 and 5 for 
Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports 
provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
p = The Municipal population statistics as determined by the Director of Statistics appointed 
under the Statistics Act and utilized in a manner consistent with that of the Local 
Government Grants population statistics. 







(p x C) - m 
The sum of a 
(Calculation of the equalized per capita tax base) 
(Calculation of the figures used to apportion the grant amount 
in Pool2) 
The grant amount for Pool 2. 
Step 1) M+R 
p 
Step 2) (p xC) 






(Calculation of the equalized per capita tax 
base) 
(Calculation of the figures used to apportion the 
grant amount in Pool 2 amount) 
(Calculates each municipality's share of the 
grant amount) 
If the apportionment for any municipality is less 
than $250.000 that municipality is allocated the 
minimum grant of $250,000 and removed from 
the calculations. Steps 1, 2 and 3 are repeated 
based on an adjusted grant amount which 
reflects any amounts required for the minimum 
payment(s). 











Existing Formula Tembec Assessment Recalculation 
Assessment actual value of the Tembec plant as provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment 
Authority. 
Converted assessment for the Tembec plant. 
Provincial multiple. 
Municipal converted assessment for Dawson Creek. 
Municipal converted assessment for Chetwynd. 
Total municipal converted assessment adjusted for Dawson Creek. 
Total municipal converted assessment adjusted for Chetwynd. 
Step 1) mxP 
Step 2) mX x40% 
Step 3) mXx60% 
Step4) mXoc +Moe 






(Calculation of the converted assessment for the 
Tembec plant.) 
(Calculation of converted assessment that is allocated 
to Dawson Creek based on 40%160% Dawson Creek! 
Chetwynd split.) 
(Calculation of converted assessment that is allocated 
to Chetwynd based on 40%/60% Dawson Creek/ 
Chetwynd split.) 
(Calculation of total converted assessment for Dawson 
Creek reflecting 40% addition of Tembec converted 
Assessment.) 
(Calculation of total converted assessment for 
Chetwynd reflecting 100% reduction ofTembec 
converted assessment and then the addition of 60% 
Chetwynd Tembec converted assessment.) 
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Chetwynd Assessment Adjustments 
Property Class. 
Current Class X assessment for Chetwynd for Hospital purposes as contained in the 
Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British 
Columbia Assessment Authority, that does not require tax rate limitation adjustments. 
Current Class X assessment for Chetwynd for Hospital purposes as contained in the 
Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British 
Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Current Class X assessment for Chetwynd for Hospital purposes as contained in the 
Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British 
Columbia Assessment Authority, adjusted to reflect tax rate limitations. 
Sum of adjusted assessments and unadjusted assessments, by property class. 
Current municipal Class X tax rate for Chetwynd without cap. 
Current municipal Class X capped tax rate for Chetwynd. 
Conversion factor. 
Converted adjusted municipal assessment. 
Ratio between capped municipal tax rate and uncapped municipal tax rate. 
Step 1) tXa 
tX 
Step 2) R x mX 
Step 3) mXa + mX, 





(Calculation of the ratio between the 
capped and uncapped municipal tax rate.) 
(Calculation of adjusted Class 2, 4 or 5 
assessment.) 
(Adds the portion of adjusted municipal 
assessment to that municipal assessment 
which does not require adjustment.) 
(Converted total adjusted assessment.) 
Step 5) Steps 1 through 4 are completed for each of Classes 2, 4 and 5. 











Tembec Assessment & Revenue Calculations 
Actual assessment value of the Tembec plant as provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment 
Authority. 
Converted assessment for the Tembec plant. 
Chetwynd's limited tax rate that is applied to the Tembec plant. 
Provincial multiple. 
Municipal converted assessment for Dawson Creek. 
Municipal converted assessment for Chetwynd. 
Total municipal converted assessment for Dawson Creek. 
Total municipal converted assessment for Chetwynd. 
Revenue to Dawson Creek from Tembec plant. using Chetwynd's limited tax rate. 
Step 1) mxP 
Step 2) mX x 40% 
Step3) mX X 60% 
Step4) mXoe +Moe 
StepS) mXcH - mX + MCH 
Step6) m x 40% 








(Calculation of the converted assessment for the 
Tembec plant.) 
(Calculation of converted assessment that is allocated 
to Dawson Creek based on 40%/60% Dawson Creek/ 
Chetwynd split.) 
(Calculation of converted assessment that is allocated 
to Chetwynd based on 40%/60% Dawson Creek/ 
Chetwynd split.) 
(Calculation of total converted assessment for 
Dawson Creek reflecting 40% addition of Tembec 
converted assessment.) 
(Calculation of total converted assessment for Chetwynd 
reflecting 100% reduction of Tembec 
converted assessment and then the addition of 60% 
Chetwynd Tembec converted assessment.) 
(Calculation of Dawson Creek's actual assessment 
for the Tembec plant.) 
(Calculation of revenues Dawson Creek receives 
from Tembec plant with the application of 
Chetwynd's limited tax rate.) 
City o' e: -· ~ ! John 
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M = Municipal converted assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Br = Revenues received by each municipality from service areas, revenue sharing agreements, grants-in-lieu 
etc. 
Mr = Revenues received from incorporated industry within each municipality. 
BM = Sum of Brand Mr (benefiting area revenues and incorporated industry revenues). 
R = Ratio between all revenues received by municipality and industrial assessments. 
Step 1) Br+Mr 




(Calculation of the total revenues including service areas 
and incorporated industrial revenues.) 
(Calculation of ratio for each municipality. 







Municipal converted assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Total of industrial class revenues only from incorporated industry and Tembec revenues. 
Ratio between all revenues received by municipality and industrial assessments. Ratio indicates that 
each $1 of revenue a municipality receives is equivalent to $X of converted assessment. 
Calculated converted equivalent assessment. 
Summation of converted equivalent assessments for each municipality. 
Adjusted municipal converted assessment reflecting Tembec adjustments. 
Step 1) ITAxR 
Step 2) LEA 




(Calculation of the converted equivalent assessment 
from each municipality's revenues received from 
service areas.) 
(Summation of converted equivalent assessments for 
each municipality.) 
(Adjusted municipal converted assessment reflecting 
Tembec assessment adjustments and Tembec revenue 
sharing agreement adjustments. 
















Adjustments To Reflect District of Chetwynd and City of Fort St. John Participation In 
Regional District Service Areas 
APPENDIX 5 
Amount requisit ioned from rural areas for the particular benefiting area revenues being 
calculated . 
Current assessment by class for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority, for the 
particular benefiting area. 
Total current assessment by class for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net 
Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment 
Authority, for the particular benefiting area. (Note that this only applies to service areas which 
cover more than one jurisdiction. For example, the North Peace Leisure Pool benefiting area 
covers jurisdiction 759 and 760, so assessments must be totaled). 
Converted total current assessment by class for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised 
Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment 
Authority, for the particular benefiting area. 
Converted total current assessment for all classes for Hospital purposes as contained in the 
Revised Net Taxable and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia 
Assessment Authority, for the particular benefiting area. 
Property Class. 
Conversion multiple by property class. 
Provincial Tax Ratios 
Calculated Class 1 tax rate. 
Calculated Class X tax rate. 
Calculation of revenues by property class. 
Total of all revenues generated. 
Total of industrial class revenues only. 
Step 1) MxxCx 
Step2) :[CMrx 
Step 3) R 
~ X 100 
Step4) T, xP 
Step 5) TxxAx 
Step 6) :[TAx 








(Calculation of converted benefiting area 
assessment by class.) 
(Summation of converted benefiting area 
assessments.) 
(Calculation of Class 1 tax rate.) 
(Calculation of Classes 2 - 9 tax rates.) 
(Calculation of Classes 1 -9 revenues .) 
(Summation of all revenues.) 
(Summation of industrial revenues only.) 
APR 2 0 f665 
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M = Municipal converted assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable 
and Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Br = Revenues received by each municipality from service areas, revenue sharing agreements . grants-
in-lieu etc. 
Mr = Revenues received from incorporated industry within each municipality. 
BM = Sum of Brand Mr (benefiting area revenues and incorporated industry revenues). 






Step 1) Br + Mr = BM 
Step 2) M =R 
BM 
(Calculation of the total revenues including service areas 
and incorporated industrial revenues.) 
(Calculation of ratio for each municipality.) 
Converted Equivalent Assessment Determination 
Municipal converted assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Total of industrial class revenues only from "Adjustments To Reflect District of Chetwynd and City of Fort 
St. John Participation In Regional District Service Areas." 
Ratio between all revenues received by municipality and industrial assessments. Ratio indicates that 
each $1 of revenue a municipality receives is equivalent to $X of converted assessment. 
Calculated converted equivalent assessment. 
Summation of converted equivalent assessments for each municipality. 
Adjusted municipal converted assessment reflecting adjustments. 
Step 1) ITAxR 
Step 2) I:EA 
Step 3) 
=EA (Calculation of the converted equivalent assessment from each 
municipality's revenues received from service areas.) 
= TEA (Summation of converted equivalent assessments for each 
municipality.) 
(Adjusted municipal converted assessment reflecting 
assessment adjustments.) 




Hudson Hope's BC Hydro Grant Calculation 
M = Municipal converted assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and 
Converted Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Br = Hudson Hope's BC Hydro Grant Revenue. 
Mr = Revenues received from incorporated industry with in Hudson's Hope. 
BM= Sum of Brand Mr (Hudson's Hope's Hydro grant and incorporated industry revenues). 
R = Ratio between all revenues received by Hudson's Hope and industrial assessments. Ratio indicates that 
each $1 of revenue a municipality receives is equivalent to $X of converted assessment. 
EA = Calculated equivalent assessment. 
Step 1) Br+Mr =BM 
Step 2) M =R 
BM 
Step 3) Brx R =EA 
Step4) EA+M =MA 
(Calculation of the total revenues including 
Hydro grant and incorporated industrial revenues.) 
(Calculation of ratio for Hudson's Hope.) 
(Calculation of the converted equivalent assessment from 
Hudson Hope's BC Hydro Grant.) 
(Adjusted municipal converted assessment reflecting assessment 
adjustments.) 
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Adjustments to Converted Values of Municipalities Participating In 
Regional District Service Areas 
APPENDIX 5 
1. This schedule applies in the event that a municipality participates in a regional service area of 
the Peace River Regional District during the term of the agreement and receives the support 
of tax revenues generated from Classes 2, 4 and 5 in the unincorporated participating area. 
2. Service areas which are exempt from the application of this schedule include those: 
• that are established wholly for the benefit of unincorporated areas; 
• that are established as region wide functions that involve the participation of all 
municipalities and electoral areas of the Peace River Regional District; 
• where the annual revenue generated from Classes 2, 4 and 5 is less than $25 per 
capita measured by taking the total annual revenue generated within rural portion of 
the service area from Classes 2, 4 and 5 and dividing it by the population of the 
participating municipality as determined by the Director of Statistics appointed under 
the Statistics Act for the year in which the service area is established. 
3 . The converted values of Classes 2, 4 and 5 of a municipality participating in a service area as 
described in sections 1 and 2 above shall be adjusted as follows before being entered into 
the allocation formula : 
Municipal assessment for Hospital purposes as contained in the Revised Net Taxable and Converted 
Value reports provided annually by the British Columbia Assessment Authority. 
Class 2, 4 and 5 revenues received by each municipality from the benefiting area 
Revenues received from incorporated industry within each municipality. 
Sum of Brand Mr (benefiting area revenues and incorporated industry revenues). 
Calculated converted equivalent assessment. 
Summation of converted equivalent assessments for each municipality. 
Municipal assessments adjusted to reflect inclusion of benefiting area converted equivalent industrial 
assessments. 
Ratio between all revenues received by municipality and industrial assessments. Ratio indicates that 
each $1 of revenue a municipality receives is equivalent to $X of converted assessment. 
Step 1) Br+Mr =BM (Calculation of the total revenues including 
service areas and incorporated industrial revenues.) 
Step2) M =R (Calculation of ratio for each municipality. 
BM 
Step 3) Br X R =EA (Calculation of the equivalent converted assessment from each 
municipality's revenues received from service areas.) 
Step4) reA =TEA (Summation of equivalent assessments for each municipality.) 
Step 5) TEA+M =M .. (Addition of converted equivalent assessments for each municipality 
to their industrial converted assessment.) 
4. The adjustments to the converted values of a municipality participating in a service area of the 
PRRD shall be made in the calculations for the year immediately following the year in which the 
service area is established by by1aw enacted by the regional board of the Peace River Regional 
District. 
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City of Fort StJohn- "Grant in Lieu of Rural Industrial Tax" Council Policy No. 7/05, 
April 11, 2005 (24 May 2007) 
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Dawson Creek 2,311 .5 10,754 
Fort St. John 2,277.3 16,038 
Districts: 
Chetwynd 6,1 88.0 2,591 
Hudson's Hope 94,209.3 1,039 
Taylor 1,739.7 1.1 43 
Tumbler Ridge 154,873.5 1,851 
VIllage: Pouoe Coupe 208.6 833 
Electoral Areas: 
6 87,873 .6 4,997 
c 611 7 5,826 
D 11 ,640.9 5,857 
E 16,392.3 3,142 















































6,856,531 '725 : 
' Arell 5hown for incorporated municipalities in hectares: for electoral areas in square kilometres. Conversion factors: 1 acre= .4047 
hectares. 1 square mile= 2.59 square kilometres . 
l Square kilometres (1 square kilometre= 100 hectares). 
3 Includes boundary revisions subsequent to the 2001 Census. 
' Poplllation exclud ing people residing on Indian Reserves as of Dec 31 , 2006. 
5 Population including people residing on Indian Reserves certified by the Minister as of Dec 31 , 2006 . These figures are used to determine 
the number of Directors on the Regional Board and their voting strength during the calendar year 2007 in accordance with Sectlon 783 of 
the Local Government Act. 
Statistics Relating to Regional and Mun1cipal Governments in BC 2006 22 Ministry ol Corr. 'llunity Services 
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Dawson Creel< 2,209 .8 10,754 
Fort St. John 2,277.3 16,038 
Di•tric;:U; 
Chetwynd 6 ,1 88.0 2,591 
Hudson's Hope 94,209.3 1,039 
Taylor 1,739.7 1,143 
Tumbler Ridge 154,873.5 1.851 
VIllage; Pouce Coupe 208.6 833 
Electoral Areas: 
B 87,873.6 4,997 
c 611.7 5 ,826 
D 11,841 .9 5,857 
E 16,392.3 3,142 
Totals: 119,336.6 ' 54,071 
10,754 











































1 Area shown for incorporated munidpaMies in hectares: for electoral areas in square kilometres. Conversion factors: 1 acre"' .4047 
hectares. 1 square mile = 2.59 square Kilometres. 
2 Square kilometres (1 square kHometre, 100 hectares). 
3 Includes boundary revisions subsequent to the 2001 Census. 
4 Population excluding people residing on Indian Reserves as of Dec 31 , 2005. 
5 Population including people residing on Indian Reserves certified by the Minister as of Dec 31 , 2005. These ftgvres are used to determine the 
number of Directors on the Regional Board and their voting strength during the calendar year 2006 in accordance with Section 783 of the 
Local Government Act. 
Statistics Rilating to Regiooal and M.Jnicipal Go\161Tlme0ts i" SC 2006 22 Ministry of Comn.mity ServiCes 
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Dawson Creek 2,076.8 
Fort St. John 2,277.3 
Districts: 
Chelwynd 6,1 88.0 
Hudson's Hope 94,209.3 
Taylor 1,739.7 
Tumbler Ridge 154,873 .5 
VIllage: Pouce Coupe 208.6 
Electoral Areas: 
8 87,873.6 
c 611 .7 
D 11.843.2 
E 16.392.3 
Totals: 119,336.6 ' 
Peace River Regional District 
(incorporated October 31 , 1987) 





































. 200.5 Hospital 
PurjJoses 




























4 , e21 , 953,693 I 
Area shown for incorporated municipalities in hectares : for electoral areas in square kilometres. Conversion factors: 1 acre= .4047 
hectares. 1 square mite "2.59 square kilometres. 
2 Square kilometres (1 square kilometre= 100 hectares) . 
3 Includes boundary revisions subsequent to the 2001 Census. 
4 Population excluding people residing on Indian Reserves as of Dec 31, 2004. 
~ Population including people residing on Indian Reserves certified by the Minister as of Dec 31, 2004. These frgures are used to determine the 
number of Directors on the Regional Board and their voting strength during the calendar year 2005 in accordance with Section 783 of the 
Local Government Act. 
$1mislics Relating to Regional and Municipal Governments in Be 2005 22 Ministry r:l Community, Aboligina/ and Women's Sei'JI<:es 
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. /uea'as~ · .. 
Dec31;2003 
Dawson Creek 2,044.4 10,7!5<4 
Fort St. John 2,277.3 16,038 
Districts: 
Chetwynd 6,188.0 2,591 
Hudson's Hope 94,209.3 1,039 
Taylor 1,739.7 1.i43 
Tumbler Ridge 154,873.5 1,851 
VIllage: Pouce Coupe 2086 833 
Electoral Areas: 
B 87,873.6 4,997 
c 612.0 5.826 
D 11 .843 .2 5,857 
E 16,392.3 3,142 





























21 ,056.925 20.685,125 
1 ,3.29,382.408 1,320,292,801 
486,111 .392 492.197 ,242 
394,056,676 367,602 .299 
413,841 ,372 403,808,877 
4,402,507 .286 4,350,203.007 
1 Area shewn for irlCOrpora1ed municipalities In hectares: for electoral areas in square kUometres. Conversion factors: 1 acre = .404 7 
hectares. 1 square mile • 2.59 square kilometres. 
< Square kilometres {1 square kilometre c 100 hectares). 
3 Includes boundary revisions subsequent to the 2001 Census. 
• Population excluding people residing on Indian Reserves as of Dec 31 . 2003. 
• Population including people residing on Indian Reserves certified by the Minister as of Dec 31, 2003. These figures are used to detenmine the 
number of Directors on the Regional Board and their voting strength duJing the calendar year 2004 in accordarx:e with Section 783 of the 
Local Govemment Act. 
Statistics RalaUng to R~onal and Municipal Go-.emmenta in BC 2004 22 Ministry of Community, Aboriginal an<r Women's Services 
http/ I :www .cserv .gov. bc.ca/ldglinfra/statistics _index.htm (25 May 2007) 
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Fort StJohn 
Local Government Statistics 
I General M.micipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 16,038 
Census including increases certified by Minister 16,038 
BC Stats Population Estimates 17,781 
Taxable Land Area ha 1,811 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 210 
Other Exempt Areas ha 254 
Total Area ha 2,275 
Storm Sewer Distance km 52 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 129 
Water Pipe Distance km 153 
Distance of Paved Roads km 95 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 32 
District of Chetwynd 
Local Government Statistics C.. ' r 
I General M.micipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 2,591 
Census including increases certified by Minister 2,591 
BC Stats Population Estimates 2,770 
Taxable Land Area ha 2,600 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 2,455 
Other Exempt Areas ha 1,133 
Total Area ha 6,188 
Storm Sewer Distance km 7 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 33 
Water Pipe Distance km 36 
Distance of Paved Roads km 36 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 9 
f\.•~.,."'1 (~.,.1 ~t,tc.flc L )L.:; 
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City of Dawson Creek 
Local Government Statistics 
I General M.micipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 10,754 
Census including increases certified by Minister 10,754 
BC Stats Population Estimates 11, 394 
Taxable Land Area ha 1,209 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 94 
Other Exempt Areas ha 742 
Total Area ha 2,045 
Storm Sewer Distance km 36 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 85 
Water Pipe Distance km 126 
Distance of Paved Roads km 88 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 11 
District of Hudson's Hope 
I General rvtmicipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 1,039 
Census including increases certified by Minister 1,039 
BC Stats Population Estimates 1, 157 
Taxable Land Area ha 91, 119 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 0 
Other Exempt Areas ha 3 ,090 
Total Area ha 94, 209 
Storm Sewer Distance km 2 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 8 
Water Pipe Distance km 15 
Distance of Paved Roads km 81 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 40 
Village of Pouce Coupe 
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\.. {.. (. C.,t L c; 2 )( C 
Local Government Statistics 
I General M.micipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 833 
Census including increases certified by Minister 833 
BC Stats Population Estimates 887 
Taxable Land Area ha 175 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 1 
Other Exempt Areas ha 34 
Total Area ha 210 
Storm Sewer Distance km 2 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 9 
Water Pipe Distance km 10 
Distance of Paved Roads km 11 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 18 
District of Taylor 
Local Government Statistics 
I General M.micipal Statistics Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 1, 143 
Census including increases certified by Minister 1,143 
BC Stats Population Estimates 1,346 
Taxable Land Area ha 1, 506 
Taxable Water Area ha 0 
Exempt Parkland ha 11 
Other Exempt Areas ha 223 
Total Area ha 1,740 
Storm Sewer Distance km 0 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 12 
Water Pipe Distance km 17 
Distance of Paved Roads km 20 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 15 
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1-' 5:-t.Jt!>tCS, .2(llC,) 
(.) r: 
District of Tumbler Ridge 
Local Government Statistics c. 
j General M.micipal Statistics 
Select statistics to display: 
2001 Census 1,851 
Census including increases certified by Minister 1,851 
BC Stats Population Estimates 2,526 
Taxable Land Area ha 
Taxable Water Area ha 
Exempt Parkland ha 
Other Exempt Areas ha 
Total Area ha 
Storm Sewer Distance km 
Sanitary Sewer Distance km 
Water Pipe Distance km 
Distance of Paved Roads km 
Distance of Unpaved Roads km 











Page 85 of 125 
APPENDIX 7 
APPENDIX 8 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Provincial Fair Share Funding from the Oil & Gas Industry 
Participant's Interview Questions 
I- BIO 
a) How long have you held this position? 
b) Have you been involved with municipal finance since the creation of the Fair Share 
program? 
II - Background Understanding 
a) Why do you think the Peace Region communities advocated for resource royalties? 
b) What do you think are the main goals and purpose of the Fair Share agreement? 
III- If in Place When Fair Share was Negotiated 
Thinking back when you negotiated the agreement: 
a) Can you identify key areas in your request that formed part of this agreement? 
b) Are there any that did not get included in the agreement? 
c) Is the MOU what you wanted? 
IV - Evaluation 
a) What does Fair Share mean to you? 
b) Are you getting enough? Why or why not? 
c) Ifyou could change anything in the MOU what would it be? 
V- Ahead 
a) Do you think other municipalities in Alberta would benefit from this model? 
b) Would you be willing to share the model with municipalities in Alberta? 
c) Do you think other industries would benefit from this model? 
VI- Closing 
a) Any other issues/points not touched upon that are important? 
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Memorandum of Understanding 
Provincial Fair Share Funding from the Oil & Gas Industry 
Interview Consent Form 
Researchers N arne Therese Jean 
Email thjean@shaw.ca 
Supervisor's Name Greg Halseth, Geography, UNBC 
Project Title and Type 
Is The Provincial Fair Share Funding for the Northeastern Region Communities in BC 
Fair or Not? 
UNBC MBA Program Project 
Purpose of the MBA Project 
The purpose of this project is to evaluate the Fair Share program, its benefit to 
communities, and research the model. 
As the sole BC producers in the oil and gas industry, Northeastern BC commumtles 
negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding with the Province of BC to share revenues 
generated from oil and gas commercial activities. The purpose of this research is to 
determine whether this agreement is fair within the following context: 
1) As a revenue sharing program: Do municipalities feel that they are getting enough 
compared to revenues generated to the Province? 
2) Fair to the region relative to the Province: Why is oil and gas industry singled out while 
other industries such as mining and forestry are excluded? 
3) Equity amongst communities in the Northeastern region: Is the allocation basis and 
formula application equitable? 
How Respondents Were Chosen 
The interview participants were selected from publicly available lists. This includes the 
"Parties" listed in the Memorandum of Understanding provided to the municipalities, 
villages, and regional district offices within the Peace River region. The interviewees 
selected are the finance department and administrator representatives from the "Parties" 
listed in the MOU. 
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Anonymity and Confidentiality 
The names of participants will not be used in any reporting, nor will any information which 
may be used to identify individuals. All information shared in this interview will be held in 
strict confidence by the researcher. All records will be kept in a secure office and will be 
accessible only to the researcher. The information will be kept until my MBA final project 
report is complete. After this time, all tapes and other interview materials will be 
destroyed. 
Potential Risks and Benefits 
This project has been assessed by the UNBC Research Ethics Board. I do not consider 
there to be any risks to participation. The potential benefits are as follows: 
1) Opportunity to negotiate amendments to the allocation formula in time for the 
upcoming review allowed in 2009 and in 2014 or when the contract expires Mar. 31 , 
2020 where you can renegotiate a new agreement. 
2) This is a unique model within the industry that provides an opportunity to share 
knowledge with neighboring cities in a different province within the same industry. 
3) The model can be considered in different industries such as forestry and mining. 
Voluntary Participation 
Your participation in the research project is entirely voluntary and, as such, you may 
choose not to participate. You may also choose not to answer any questions or withdraw 
from the study at any time without reason and have all information you provided 
withdrawn from the study. 
Research Results 
In case of any questions that may arise from this research, please to feel free to contact 
Therese Jean, at 250-614-4829 (thjean@shaw.ca). The final project report will be 
distributed to all participants. 
In case you have any questions regarding the MBA project process, please contact my 
supervisor, Greg Halseth, at 250-960-5826 (halseth@unbc.ca). 
Complaints 
Any complaints about the project should be directed to the Office of Research, UNBC at 
250-960-5820 or by email: reb@unbc.ca 
I have read the above description of the study and I understand the conditions of my 
participation. My signature indicates that I agree to participate in this study. 
Name (Please Print) Signature Date 
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Peace River Regional District 
Jurisdiction Area Population ) 
(Hectares) 1996 2001 2006 
Chetwynd 6,432 2,980 2,591 2,866 
Dawson Creek 2,066 11 ,125 10,754 11 ,615 
Fort St John 2,154 15,021 16,034 18,270 
Hudson's Hope 92,703 1,122 1,039 1,159 
Pouce Coupe 206 894 833 910 
Taylor 1,661 1,031 1,143 1,380 
Tumbler Ridge 157445 3TI5 1 851 2 698 
Electoral Area B 8,743,808 5,041 4,997 6,395 
Electoral Area C 58,356 5,251 5,830 7,461 
Electoral Area D 1,167,1 81 6,020 5,857 7,496 
Electoral Area E 1,674,950 3,285 3,142 4,021 
Total 11,906,962 55,545 54,071 64,272 
1996/Jnd 2001 popullltions o~Jre (rom Slats Canada CfJfiSUS. 
2006 po(J(JhJtion is from BC Stats estimates.. PRRD.APR, PRRD_POP_07.ps. Jon., 2007 
http//:www.peaceriverrd.bc.ca (24 May 2007) 




a) How long have you held this position? 
No further details 
b) Have you been involved with municipal finance since the creation of the Fair 
Share program? 
No further details 
II- Backt::round Understanding 
a) Why do you think the Peace Region communities advocated for resource 
royalties? 
Respondent # 1 
I think probably the biggest reason from what I can gather is that the whole Peace 
Region here is predominant in the resource sector; oil & gas, forestry, and mining. We 
need a way to be able to maintain and upgrade our services and facilities for the 
companies and its people working in the oil patch or on the pipelines in our region. We 
have no way of being able to tax them or generate some revenue to help offset or 
maintain the services that we provide to them and facilities that they use because the 
industry is outside of the boundaries of the municipality. They are operating within the 
regional district boundaries but not within any specific municipal boundary. We can't 
tax the oil and gas companies for other than the pipeline that's in the ground and the 
little bit we get out of that potentially, whereas with the mines, most of them live in 
town so we get the tax revenues from the residents that live in their homes but they ' re 
within municipal boundaries so the mines are taxed themselves. With mining, some 
municipal boundaries were incorporated such that the mines were included within 
them. So the mines are taxed under the class 4 generating millions of dollars in tax 
revenue from the mine. For most part, the forest industry is within the municipal 
boundaries of the communities so they' re able to tax them under their industrial 
taxation rate and get the revenue from them. And that's the big difference with oil & 
gas and I mean one community would probably be the only exception to that because 
they got the gas plant right in town but every other municipality doesn't. I believe this 
is where fair share came from and that's what it was. If you are within boundaries you 
get millions of dollars in tax revenues from the industry sector whereas the oil & gas is 
much less because there is less infrastructure tax to tax yet all those people are still here 
using all our services. 
Respondent # 2 
We are supplying the infrastructure for the employees and the companies who have 
their office space within the municipalities. All or the bulk of their assets are outside 
the municipalities and that is the premise for this. What they have done is they set this 
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formula. Basically the main component is how much industry you have inside your 
boundaries, is then factored with what you have outside your boundary area. What we 
do is we take what the relative taxation would be by the municipality and the industry 
pays this much and the rest is paid by the province. So the one school of thought says 
that's right at least in part they are actually not in the municipal boundary, the other one 
says now you are part of the rest of the province for this amount and companies should 
pay. This is based on the population and assessments in the district on classes 2, 4 & 5. 
So you have your assessments for the municipalities and then you have the assessments 
for the rural areas. The formula is quite complicated and it is split into two pools; the 
first pool is 40% and the second pool is the balance of the fair share amount for that 
particular year. In term of the formula although it is very complex it does work. When 
Tumbler Ridge for example took that hit about 3 or 4 years ago immediately their fair 
share went up because they had lost all that assessment and now it is coming back on, 
their allocation is going back down and freeing up funds for communities who are not 
getting a lot of industry revenue. Also notice we are very much in the hands of BC 
assessment authority about this because I believe it takes up to 2 years for assessment 
to add it to the assessment roll and some of it never gets on since the project cycle is 
complete by the time assessment gets to it. This is costing us a fortune we think. The 
same scenario applies for population, and it is throughout the region as they don't take 
into account transient workers and that represents huge proportions in this industry and 
also in the coal mines. They do not get counted in the Census. 
We have another unique situation with industry that's called a "Supplementary Letters 
Patent" which forms the municipality and its boundaries; it is kind of an extension of 
fair share. The Council of the day in 1996, negotiated a deal so that the gas plants out 
here or any mill, pulp mill, and the sulphur plant outside a boundary were all brought in 
but on a supplementary letters patent which limited what we could charge in taxes. It 
was done on a 3 to 1 ratio; for every $1 dollar that we decrease in residential, theirs 
come down by $3 dollars. So it is a challenge. By the way for one mill, their tax rate is 
almost $18-$19 per 1,000 of assessed value whereas another mill is $40 per 1,000 of 
assessed value, so that is the kind of challenge we have. Another example is Kent who 
charges approximately $53 per 1,000 on the pipeline whereas we charge about $11 per 
1,000. We are what's called a satellite boundary expansion where it goes down the 
road or line and we don't have to pick up the services in between whereas if it is in the 
boundary we have to service it. 
Respondent # 3 
I understand that the reasoning for it and where it came about is all the work is 
happening in the electoral areas, all the drilling and all the gas pipelines. They get 
into municipalities that have to grow to accommodate the population, the hotels, 
whether they're transient or people moving here. There was a boom in housing 
and infrastructure, the roads took a real kick, and this was designed for as 
communities had no way to get money. What they really wanted was almost 
another tier of government to be able to tax these classes 2, 4 & 5 to be able to get 
this money for the municipalities but the government said no because they did not 
want yet another level and that is how fair share came about. 
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So that's why, that ' s where it came about with the municipalities, we ' re the ones 
facing all the roads and the expenses, and had no way of getting any money out of 
the companies so this was the compromise for it. 
b) What do you think are the main goals and purpose of the Fair Share agreement? 
No further details 
III- If in Place When Fair Share was Negotiated 
Thinking back when you negotiated the agreement: 
a) Can you identify key areas in your request that formed part of this agreement? 
Respondent # 2 
First of all I did not negotiate the amount; that was done by a different negotiating team 
including Urban Systems that negotiated with the province. I was part of the allocation 
team where all the CAO's sat down and hammered out a deal before it went to the 
politicians to hammer out another one. What happened was that there are different 
models since we said we have a few things unique to our structure that had to be taken 
into account otherwise we were going to put another model up on the board that would 
cost Fort StJohn and Dawson Creek. Fort StJohn and Dawson get the most out of this 
which is not fair necessarily. As mentioned before, the boundary expansion under the 
Supplementary Letters Patent (SLP) was peculiar and it indicated that SLP ' s should not 
be counted at full face value because it is tied into this 3 to 1 ratio. So you can't raise it 
anyway without raising residential taxes so what's the point; therefore should be 
excluded from this model. Therefore the result was that assessment knocked 50% off of 
it when calculating the formula for own purposes. Also attempts were made to get the 
benefiting area but we also wanted the population base to go with it. The pool and 
arena for example, that are not owned by the municipality but owned by the regional 
district, has a special benefiting area that set out the taxation that goes on all of that. 
The regional district then indicates who is benefiting from all of this in each area and 
that's got to be counted in. Municipalities disagreed, it won't be counted in unless the 
population is counted in with it as well. And that's how the final deal fell but anyhow it 
is a moot point as to whether or not you include other classes, other than residential, as 
it changes the picture quite dramatically if you do that. This is all tied to industrial; 
what ' s the closest to industrial; it is commercial. So what is the logic in including that, 
smaller communities don' t have any and the big centers do? Now with the province, 
we attended a lot of meetings but we could not intervene; we just sat there and listened 
to things other people do. As for the formula we do get a bit out of companies through 
property taxes but the rest of it is coming out of royalties. These changes made a $10 
million dollar difference to some communities over the life of the agreement so far 
which was a significant change to the model. 
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Respondent # 3 
My understanding is when it first started, it was on the municipalities but then the 
regional districts, with the electoral areas, were saying, it is in our area out there. So we 
should be getting it even though they can tax them and there should be some kind of 
extra above. So what they did is, there are two parts to the fair share formula, there's 
pool 1 and pool 2. So the formula for pool 1 is the electoral areas for the regional 
district who receive a portion and that starting at $1.2 million split out equally at 
$300,000 for each area B, C, D, and E and it grows as the pot grows through indexing. 
But that is all they get from it for this year out of the total $26 million we get this year. 
Everything else, $24.6 million goes right back to the municipalities. So a small portion 
for the regional district is for the electoral areas. Both pools are calculated based on the 
assessment and population, there are certain assessments that are taken out, benefiting 
adjustments as the basis for allocation. There's a whole breakdown that Urban System 
calculates every year. Urban Systems were the ones involved right from the very 
beginning, were actually at the table and came up with this complicated formula based 
on population and assessments. I know there are adjustments for example with 
Hudson's Hope I believe, the dam comes into play. There is a whole bunch of things 
that come into play that are in and out, transfer back and forth that make up this 
number. We wonder why did it have to be so complicated and we were looking at 
whether there is a simpler formula. I know the municipalities and everybody that sat at 
the table negotiating this. Obviously it made some sense at the end of the day but as 
finance people we 're sitting there saying is there something we could just do to make 
this simpler but it is very complicated. Unfortunately all we are is the middle man, we 
have a very limited role. 
b) Are there any that did not get included in the agreement? 
No further details 
c) Is the MOU what you wanted? 
Respondent # 2 
Yes, I think so. There were two levels of negotiation, one was provincial with the 
regional district, and then the other one was all municipalities within the PRRD. Fort 
Nelson should be in there too but in the end they had a special capital grant or one time 
capital grant allocated or a signing bonus if you want to call it that. For Fort Nelson it 
was decided that they didn't want to be on it and they didn' t think it was fair because 
they were so remote so far away from the rest. So they took a one time $5 million 
dollar payment. They fall under the NRRD which is outside the PRRD. 
Respondent # 3 
Electoral areas do not feel they get their fair share of the fair share. And my point of 
view I can go either way whether to agree or not because they're a service area, and for 
the electoral area industry is paying for it. It is hard, I wasn ' t at the table to know why 
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they felt they were left out as much as they were because we do have the ability to tax 
the difference and municipalities don' t. But the point is that we can tax for a service in 
that area or whatever our budget is for that area, but we don' t have the extra. We do not 
have much in extra money to compensate for. With fair share we give a lot of grants to 
different organizations in the rural areas. Those people for instance, they're the ones 
that are hurting for all the traffic that's out there, the mess that is left behind by the oil 
and gas companies. So they feel there should be more, and the compensation, not just 
the ability to tax. 
IV - Evaluation 
a) What does Fair Share mean to you? 
No further details 
b) Are you getting enough? Why or why not? 
No further details 
c) If you could change anything in the MOU what would it be? 
Respondent # 1 
I think the biggest thing would be the dollar, the indexing of the dollar value 
would be the biggest thing and particularly in light of and again I don't think 
anybody could have predicted in 1999 where we would be today. But in 
retrospect that would be the biggest thing is that $20 million starting figure in the 
indexing would need to go to $40 or $60 million or something because of the 
amount of money the province is taking in. It should have been better indexed to 
the actual activity tied to what the province is taking in versus a set number. $20 
million was big and it sounded good and the people were happy, great but when 
you start comparing it to what they are actually taking in you got to look at the 
bigger picture in that if the province were providing tax cuts, significant tax cuts 
to offset that then it is benefiting the entire province but we have not seen that. 
There have been marginal, minor things as we have gone along and it is 
effectively just going into general revenue. The problem we get into, and it goes 
back into some background information, is that the reason it was negotiated and 
lobbied for was affecting this region. They are here, they are pulling it out of the 
ground and you need to be able to compensate back to the people in that region. 
So that would certainly be the biggest change. Not only the dollar value but the 
indexing side of it and how it is calculated, tying it more with economic activity 
versus a standard percent allocation. It would make more sense to tie it to the 
revenues the province is bringing in with a guaranteed minimum of $X dollars. 
We lost a lot in the past two years because our class 4 & 5 properties have gone 
up so much compared to everybody else; that part of our money has decreased 
because our denominator is higher. The theory of it I understand that but if you 
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have the ability to tax properties now and this is what set us separate from the 
other communities as they don' t have other industries in their boundary. Some 
don't have the mine, forestry, or the gas plant in their municipal boundary to tax 
but some do. So the theory behind it, I understand, is the money goes down 
because you now have the ability to tax industry if you want to recoup that 
money. That ' s an option to generate additional revenues but at the same time the 
other industry has nothing to do with the oil & gas in theory. And so some are 
being penalized in theory for a sector of the economy that is booming, it is 
effectively what it comes down to. So when you look at changing it that indexing 
becomes an important issue. There's some in the region that have that problem. 
Because ofbigjumps in classes 4 & 5, that reduces what we get. 
Respondent # 3 
The formula; I would have a very simple formula and this is something we are actually 
looking on doing a project only back to the beginning and just taking what it is and 
seeing if there is, even after all that calculation, a common percentage. If we did a 
couple of percent that, well if everything doesn' t change that much year to year, this is 
the percentage and maybe we can get rid of all the extra. The next time it comes up, if 
we can prove that it wasn't doing anything over 10 years, then we can change it. Just 
think of a formula, and if we can do this by going this way, and the data stays the same, 
then that would be very nice. We could still do growth and assessment if municipalities 
would be able to calculate ahead of time. Like right now we don' t know; because we 
get the assessments, they would know what it is right in January, and we can't do that 
right now, so this is why we could go to a simpler formula. Out of the $26 million the 
province pays us they only tax about $2 million to industry of the total amount and the 
balance comes from royalties that they receive. You would wonder why the province is 
charging an extra tax on industry when it is getting so much from royalties. 
So that would be the only change I would make; if we could come up with a simpler 
formula. A simpler formula would be effective. The province doesn' t care about the 
distribution, it has nothing to do with it, and they only want to verify how we come up 
with the allocation amount after that it is an internal thing. 
V- Ahead 
a) Do you think other municipalities in Alberta would benefit from this model? 
Respondent # 1 
I think they would benefit from this model but I wouldn't be willing to share it. 
The model, when you look at the infrastructure side of things and where people 
are falling, as you are aware of the capital asset process municipalities have 
historically been very bad at managing that. A lot of the problems are caused by 
not having adequate resources both financially and human resources to deal with 
this and when you are dealing with a situation we are now in with our economy 
moving so quickly, you just can' t keep up. We struggle to find people for our 
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public works department to get our spring and summer projects completed. It is a 
very hard task to find people to help us get those things done and you can try to 
throw as much money as you want and all you end up doing is trying to get things 
done. When you look at it in that perspective, I think the model would help in that 
regard. If it was established to help build and maintain communities in that regard 
but again I would look at it in terms of cost savings; health care premiums, tax, 
that kind of stuff. Municipalities have I would believe a little more leeway to tax 
that wouldn' t be a major impact to people; so you free up $400 here in health care 
premiums but if you pay $200 a year more taxes with the specific municipality 
where you' re staying, that is going to benefit you here. People are more receptive, 
or "I can deal with that", attitude and you get that all the time. I have no problems 
paying more money to the municipality, a smaller municipality, because we know 
that is what is going to help for capital, operating, or whatever services, garbage 
pickup, and others. People are comfortable with that and I think when you look at 
Alberta ' s it would be the same thing. Even though provincially they're making 
changes to reduce things, even on a local level people can increase the need to 
address their own local need. It is quite an interesting dynamic, it is the best way 
to look at it. Alberta has taken their money and using it to benefit everybody. So 
even though someone is; say paying $4,000 property taxes in Grande Prairie 
versus you paying $2,000 in Fort StJohn, they 're not paying health care 
premiums anymore and have the lowest personal taxes in the country. But from 
the provincial side when you ' re looking at the fiscal policy you would say now 
wait a minute here, you guys are already net or if you look at the total overall 
taxation picture you are already paying here because if you come to BC and you 
add in your provincial taxes, property transfer taxes, you'll get all these other 
things that will add on to that, PST here, 7% on everything and that adds up in a 
hurry so then you 're almost comparable. So it is on a different government level 
that the province is looking at. In theory it is no different in that they are looking 
for the best interest of all citizens and we have to make decisions that are 
ultimately going to affect everybody, what ' s best for everybody. The provinces 
are doing the same thing and that's why they increase the resources; there ' s more 
money to be made here and it is going to benefit all Albertans so let's do it that 
way and the direct benefit you are going to see is we're going to cut your health 
care premiums out totally so that people could see it and they can latch onto it. 
b) Would you be willing to share the model with municipalities in Alberta? 
Respondent # 1 
I wouldn' t be willing to share the model and the reason being is if you look at take BC 
and Alberta for example: Alberta has no debt, has no provincial sales tax, they just 
increased their royalties so they have more money in their provincial coffers. They are 
looking at "eliminating, eliminating" health care premiums for everybody. So they're 
already taking steps to push those down. Our province hasn' t done that, they just say 
well here is some more money, and we'll continue on with the other process and we ' ll 
keep collecting. In my mind Alberta has taken the steps and they haven ' t had provincial 
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sales tax in years but like I said they got no debt, they 've got initiatives in place to 
collect additional revenues, they have the lowest provincial personal tax in the country 
and when you look at the effective rate, it is the lowest in the country and then they 
start initiatives such as cutting health care premiums so that people don't have to pay 
them. Well that to me; those strategies far outweigh something like the fair share to 
compare and because I am not aware anywhere of any community in the province 
where there is a major low that somebody hasn't benefited. I mean when you look at 
BC, the rocky mountains separate us, I mean as much as we are a part ofBC we ' re not. 
We are very much tied to Alberta in terms of where we do business, the economic, and 
industry. I think that the other key difference is that oil & gas is synonymous 
throughout Alberta everywhere and in BC it is only in this comer really when looking 
into the big scope of things. I believe the province has thrown us a bone to help offset 
that; where the other communities on the other side of the Rockies don' t have the same 
issues in terms of the oil & gas industry. But again when you look at the provincial 
issues where they are going with it, Alberta has taken the steps to increase the 
resources, they got money in their coffers and they're passing that on to everybody. 
c) Do you think other industries would benefit from this model? 
Respondent # 1 
Forestry is so much more prevalent throughout the entire province versus mining where 
there is a little bit in the Kootenays, here, and a few other spots. Forestry is top to 
bottom. When you're looking at this model where we're taking money to distribute 
back to the communities it becomes more difficult with this model because it affects so 
many communities. I believe a more appropriate, integrated model would be the 
stumpage fees . Reducing stumpage fees would be a more logical step because again 
when you look at the oil & gas industry it is effectively confined to this area of the 
province and so we' re having all these resources pulled out, they' re not even used here, 
they're going elsewhere, they're pulling everything out of the province and there's 
nothing else to sort of help replace it. Same thing with forestry but the difference is that 
you've got to cover stumpage fees let ' s just say 25% for argument ' s sake. That in tum 
is going to benefit the community because then you've got a stated risk of the 
international market which is always there. The same applies with the mines in coal; if 
the demand for that coal in China and India drops well then these guys are in trouble. 
That's not likely to happen anytime soon but they are getting coal for $325/ ton right 
now when I think it peaked back in the early 90 ' s was like $175/ton so we are talking 3 
times higher. 
I think if there were industries that were again centralized, the fishing industry might be 
one where the salmon fisheries for example would be one where it is predominantly to 
the coast. The key there is what is the province given, that is the ultimate key; to 
forestry it is the stumpage fees , oil & gas and mining have theirs. For salmon fisheries , 
I believe they don' t get anything, it is sort of a floundering and they are just throwing 
money into it in order to keep people afloat. 
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So I think the key when you are looking at other industries would be whether or not the 
province is already getting their fair share or something from them. It will again depend 
on what impact it will have whether it is regionalized or provincially because if it is 
something like stumpage it affects every one across. It would make more sense to try 
and reduce that, and try to work on some sort of framework like this, to give back to 
everybody because that would almost become a nightmare, you know trying to deal 
with 28 regional districts for example. But that would be the biggest thing, again 
looking at what the province is taking out of that industry itself. I think there 's a 
misconception with people, I heard people complain about why we got the fair share 
money. Well because the province is taking billions of dollars worth of resource money 
probably communities are getting nothing of it unless they are right within our 
municipal boundaries. Very little, $20 million from the big picture, and that's the fair 
share. It highly depends on how much they are pulling themselves first. 
Respondent # 3 
Absolutely, this would fit forestry. Especially forestry because of the government' s 
unwise decision; when they stopped the timber license linked to a local mill. 
Historically it only gave a cutting license if you supplied the local mill; they had to do 
the work there and that practice stopped that a few years ago. They got rid of that so all 
these small towns that had these mills have died just because of this, because the forest 
industry can come in now and just take the resources, raw logs and ship it directly to 
the states or elsewhere, and that kills most municipalities. But that small town still has 
all the trucks, all the services of that industry. So that would definitely fit, I know 
forestry would definitely be a good model fit. With forestry, the stumpage fee is 
suppose to cover clean up and reforestation and that is simply not enough, many 
companies pay the fee and leave it as is when they are done. There is not enough 
compensation for what needs to be done out there after they are gone. 
I don ' t know enough about fishing, I don ' t know enough about mining maybe if mining 
is outside boundaries; I am only familiar with Tumbler where the mine falls in the 
region but they are already getting the benefits but I am not familiar enough with the 
other ones. Tumbler is able to tax mining however is reduced oil & gas fair share since 
the province subsidizes where you are unable to tax. So they can tax that industry. One 
goes up and one goes down which is the whole design of it. 
I am more inclined to say that Grande Prairie would benefit the most from this model. 
That's why I think this is a fair compensation and sets the standard. Considering what 
the province collects there is not enough going back to the region through the fair share 
program. 
VI- Closing 
a) Any other issues/points not touched upon that are important? 
Respondent # 1 
No I think we pretty much covered my concerns or funding allocations. Other than that 
there is nothing else that I can think of. The biggest thing that it could be is the dollar 
value, the province is pulling billion dollars worth of revenues versus the fair share 
Page 98 of 125 
APPPENDIX 11 
amount. We know they are getting their fair share of money so it is a matter of trying to 
tap into it some more. The new contract in 2020 will depend on the economy I think at 
that point because if things are like they are now I think there will be a bigger push to 
get a lot more, significantly more back from the province. In theory to have a regional 
agreement like that I think that is the only consistent, not sure what other sort of base 
because it is not solely based on population, because if it was, we would then be getting 
the short end of the stick all the time. That's why they factor in assessment that's the 
situation because BC assessment is the one providing those for everybody that uses the 
same methodology employed for all the communities. It is the only consistent way that 
you can have the calculation for everybody. If you start to try bringing in anything that 
is not measurable to the municipality that's where you get a problem because then you 
start to pull out communities that may not apply here, there, or whatever but this is the 
only consistent way. Certainly Fort StJohn and Dawson Creek get the lion share of that 
money which to a large extent make sense because they don't have the industry base 
but where the most of the companies work out, their offices are set there so they get 
business taxes off the building but they don't get anything offthe infrastructure capital 
which we may get a little bit more but it is still nowhere near what's actually out there 
and so the theory of it, that's the only way you can do it that is fair for everybody. 
Respondent # 2 
One thing I would like to see them do when this is re-opened up again, I would 
like to see the formula be a little more straightforward. It is complex but it works. 
There is a great deal of envy especially in the Northwest. It is in the north, the 
same climate, but industry does not get compensated like we do. The oil & gas 
industry, it moves so rapidly from one area to another that you have to do it on a 
regional basis. Again it is a mathematical formula changing a geographical 
problem. Without this memorandum and the fair share I think you would have 
found that boundary expansion for all municipalities would have just gone nuts. 
We basically got the best deal we could have gotten and that's why industry 
wanted to go with this because you're never dealing with these guys in terms of 
activity within municipalities. This regional district works very close together 
unlike any others; we work so close together, have a lot of fights and resolve a lot 
together. Look around the communities at the shared functions like the library, 
pool, arena, recreation centre and even the EDC is a shared function so we work 
very, very close together in the northeast. This regional district is remarkable. We 
try to get regional policing here because the outside areas don't pay anything. 
Respondent # 3 
No, I think it is a really good program. The formula is the only thing I really have a 
concern about and it is only because if we ever lost our person that does this we would 
have problems figuring it out; they made it way too complicated. I realize at the table 
that one must have been feeling they were getting something that was not equal and 
people at the negotiation did not care how they came up with it, they were not 
concerned with how you come up with the formula just making sure the right things 
were included. And I say before we come up to the next review in 2009 to be looked at 
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is for a simpler formula. If we bear it till the end or else prove that there is a better 
formula that everybody comes out the same then we would definitely try and put that 
forward. 
Any time the government is giving out the rights they should be concerned with 
the communities they're giving the rights to. And I absolutely agree that the 
municipalities are the ones that are hurt the most and it happens so quick you 
don't have all the infrastructure you need to build and you have all the people 
then what do you do. By the time you get your infrastructure built now they are 
done and gone, which is another bad thing because the industry is short. For 
example you may be % done on a 10 year project and all of a sudden people are 
gone and especially it goes for recreation; this is the one that really goes; 
everybody wants recreation which is great but by the time you get around to 
getting it built it is after the fact a lot of the time. By the time you are ready to 
take on these major projects, it is coming down, so fair share is lagging behind. 
That's one thing I am scarred about is when it drops; there is going to be a drop, 
and it is major. Then they better be ready for it. Another thing is we backtracked 
on the population and we got to build that up again. We had the new census but it 
fell back based on BC population estimates and now we got to build that back up 
again. That would almost need to leave the population out of it and just stick to 
the assessment. We get the benefit after the fact when we are lagging in 
assessment updates. If we can get the formula to be so simple that or I like the 
idea of a percentage of the royalties instead. If we could get a percentage of the 
royalties then we divide it up by percentage then it is a direct relationship that 
could possibly be an easier model to calculate. Ifwe could prove, or if the 
percentages have been pretty consistent then lock in on those percentages running 
it that way and maybe every 5 years do a population thing because that tells you 
whether you are growing or not. So if you are declining then maybe that means 
you actually need more money to compensate for people who have left. And if 
you used the percentage of royalties to two years previous you at least know if at 
least you 're ahead. And this is what we hope to do at some point and say ok, 
whenever it comes open we want to sit down and come up with the simplest 
formula. This is the one area that is just not working. 
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Fair Share Calculations- 2008 
2008 FAIR EQUALIZATION 2007 SHARE POOL 
Pool 2 - Remaining 
Pool1 Allocation Under New Total Pool1 Pool2 Total Difference 
Formula 
RURAL 
$ 1,592,820 $ $ 1,592,820 1,444,933 1,444,933 - -
ALLOCATION (10%) 
147,887 
MUNICIPAL ALLOCATION (90%) 
Dawson Creek $ 5,053,007 $ 3,520,468 $ 8,573,475 4,393,487 3,022,787 7,416,274 1,157,201 
Fort StJohn $ 6,731 '139 $ 5,567,849 $ 12,298,987 6,131,359 4,731 '101 10,862,460 1,436,527 
Chetwynd $ 953,562 $ 701,218 $ 1,654,780 908,740 672,707 1,581,447 73,333 
Hudson's Hope $ 332,493 $ 105,199 $ 437,692 318,867 250,000 568,867 - 131 '175 
Pouce Coupe $ 416,906 $ 247,683 $ 664 ,589 429,088 250,405 679,493 - 14,904 
Tumbler Ridge $ 562,971 $ 352,846 $ 915,817 659,676 455,886 1,115,562 - 199,745 
Taylor $ 285,304 $ 123,538 $ 408,842 163,180 250,000 413,180 - 4,338 
-
Municipal Total $ 14,335,382 $ 10,618,801 $ 24,954,183 $ 13,004,397 $ 9,632,886 $ 22,637,283 $2,316,900 
-
PRRD Total $ 15,928,202 $ 10,618,801 $ 26,547,003 $ 14,449,330 $ 9,632,886 $ 24,082,216 $2,464,787 
Page 101 of 125 
APPPENDIX 12 
2008 FAIR EQUALIZATION SHARE POOL 
Pool 2 - Remaining 
Pool1 Allocation Under New Total 
Formula 
RURAL 
ALLOCATION $ 1,592,820 $ $ 1,592,820 
(10%) 
MUNICIPAL ALLOCATION (90%) 
Dawson Creek $ 5,053,007 $ 3,520,468 $ 8,573,475 
Fort StJohn $ 6,731 ,139 $ 5,567,849 $ 12,298,987 
Chetwynd $ 953,562 $ 701 ,218 $ 1,654,780 
Hudson's Hope $ 332,493 $ 105,199 $ 437,692 
Pouce Coupe $ 416,906 $ 247,683 $ 664,589 
Tumbler Ridge $ 562,971 $ 352,846 $ 915,817 
Taylor $ 285,304 $ 123,538 $ 408,842 
Munici~al Total $ 14,335,382 $ 10,618,801 $ 24,954,183 
PRRD Total $ 15,928,202 $ 10,618,801 $ 26,547,003 
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Notes: 
1 2007 BC Stats Population Estimates Used 
2 2008 Completed Roll Values (December 2007) used - hospital unless otherwise stated 
3 2007 Industrial Revenues from the MCAWS Local Government Statistics Website: 
http://www.mcaws.qov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/munfin/index.htm 
Chetwynd adjustments are based on 2008 Completed Roll General data provided by the District 
4 of 
Chetwynd 
5 Hudson Hope's BC Hydro grant remained the same at $610,507 
6 Dawson Creek Multiplex generated only $18 per capita , therefore it was excluded from inclusion 
in benefiting area revenue 
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2008 Fairshare Allocation 
Pool1 =Current $12 Million plus Indexing; Allocated Using Existing Formul. 
10% Allocation to Rural Areas 
Table 1 Electoral areas 
2008 converted completed hospital data Ar ea B Area C Area D 
Class 2 97,498,834 11,818,828 29,129,996 
Class 4 180,695,784 7,719,792 32,972,384 
Class 5 274,510,086 10,291,984 55,126,320 
Total 552,704.704 29.830,604 117,228.700 
Table 2 Municipality preliminary authenticated converted data 















Dawson Creek - per authenticated converted value report 
add: folio 42008.1lXl (40%) 
Dawson Creek- adjusted authenticated converted assessment 
Chetwynd- per authenticated converted value report 
deduct: folio 42008.000 ( 100 %) 
add folio 42008.000 (60%) 
33,232,000 DCreek portion (40 %) 
0.34 Chetwynd portion (60 %) 
11,298,880 




























(11 ,298 ,880) 
6,779,328 
44,594,407 
Table 4 Municipality adjusted authenticated converted data 
2008 converted completed hospital data 
Dawson Creek (adjusted for Tembec property) 
Fort StJohn 






Table 5 Municipal population 









Table 6 Calculation of equalized per capita data 
Municpal Municipal adj. Rural area 
population auth. con. data auth. conv. data 
(MP) (MV) (RV) 
39,061 624,789,957 843 ,334 ,432 
Table 7 
Municipal Equalized 
pop ulation per capita 
Dawson Creek 11,811 37,585 
Fort StJohn 18,774 37,585 
Chetwynd 2,679 37,585 
Hudson's Hope 1,062 37,585 
Pouce Coupe 785 37,585 
Tumbler Ridge 2,490 37,585 
Taylor 1,460 37,585 
Total 39,061 
Page 105 of 125 
Total 
























































Table 8 Calculation of equalized per capita data after Taylor removed (RECALCULATE) 
Municpal Municipal adj. Rural area Total Equalized per 
population auth. con. data auth. conv. data auth. conv. data capita amount 
(MP) (MV) (RV) (fV) (ECV) 
39,061 62 4 .789 ,957 843 ,334 ,432 1,468,124,389 37,585.43 
Table 9 
(MP) (ECV) (MP) ' (ECV) (MV) I(MP)'IECV)) . (MV) 
Municipal Equalized Equalized Municipal Equalized vs 
population per capita convened convened Municipal 
Dawson Creek 11 ,811 37,585 443,921,486 146,658.759 'B7,262,727 
Fort StJohn 18,774 37,585 705,628,818 309,643,474 395,985,344 
Chetwynd 2,679 37,585 100,691 ,361 44,594,407 56,096,954 
Hudson's Hope 1,062 37,585 39,915,724 20,355,536 19,560,188 
Pouce Coupe 785 37,585 23,504,561 4,978,428 24,526,133 
Tumbler Ridge 2,490 37,585 93,587,715 ffi ,468 .764 33,118,951 
Taylor 1.460 37,585 54,87 4,724 38,090,589 16.784,135 
Total 39,061 1,468,124,389 624.789,957 843 ,334 ,432 
Table 10 
I(MP)'(ECV)) . (MV) 
Amt used for 2008 
apponionment Fair Share Allocation 
Dawson Creek 297,262,727 5,053,007 
Fort StJohn 395,985 ,344 6.731 ,139 
Chetwynd 56,096,954 953,562 
Hudson's Hope 19,560,188 332,493 
Pouce Coupe 24,526,133 416,906 
Tumbler Ridge 33,118,951 562,971 
Taylor 16,784,135 285,304 
Total 843 ,334 ,432 14,335,382 
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Table 11 
Total Fairshare Amount: 
Amount to Electoral Areas: 
Amount to Munici~alities : 
Electoral Area B 
Electoral Area C 
Electoral Area D 
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2008 Allocation 
Pool 2 = Equalization Formula 
No Allocation to Rural Areas 
Table 1 Electoral areas 
2008 converted completed hospital Area B Area C 
data 
Class 2 97,498,834 11 ,818,828 
Class 4 180,695,784 7,719,792 
Class 5 274,510,086 10,291 ,984 
Total 552,704,704 29,830,604 
Table 2 Municipality preliminary 
authenticated converted data 
2008 converted completed hospital data - Industrial Classes Onlv 
Dawson Creek 
Fort StJohn 







Area D Area E Total 
29,129,996 78,961,771 217,409,429 
32 ,972,384 22,504,404 243,892,364 
55,1 26,320 42,104,249 382,032,639 










* See Appendix for Chetwvnd assessment adjustments due to tax rate limiations for Classes 2, 4 and 5. 
Table 3 Tembec Total 
recalculation 
Folio# 42008.000 
Assessment amount 33 ,232,000 DCreek portion 40 %) 4,519,552 
Multiple 0.34 Chetwvnd oortion 160 %\ 6,779,328 
Converted assessment 11 ,298,880 11,298,880 
Dawson Creek - per authenticated converted value 10,389,860 
report 
add: folio 42008.000 (40%) 4,519,552 
Dawson Creek - adjusted authenticated converted 14,909,412 
assessment 
Chetwynd - per authenticated converted value report 12,661 ,591 
deduct: folio 42008.000 ( 100 (11 ,298,880) 
%) 
add: folio 42008.000 (60%) 6,779,328 
8,1 42,039 
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Table 4 Reflection of Dawson Total 
Creek/Chetwynd Revenue 
Sharing 
Tembec Adjustments (Class 4) 
Folio # 42008.000 
Assessment amount 33,232,000 Dawson Creek 4,519,552 
portion (40 %) 
Multiple 34% Chetwynd 6,779,328 
portion (60 %) 
Converted 11 ,298,880 11 ,298,880 
assessment: 
Actual Chetwynd Tax Revenues 
Assessment Rate** 
DC Portion of Assessment (40%) 13,292,800 $17.9328 238,377 
CHET Portion of Assessment (60%) 19,939,200 
Total Assessment: 33,232,000 Revenues 238,377 





** Note assumption is that that Tembec Plant is subject to the limited Class 4 tax rate of $17.93 per thousand 
of assessment. 
Table 5 Reflection of Chetwynd Leisure Facility Total 
Benefits (Revenues Received) 




2007 Amount 587,432 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.5083 
Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 121 ,347,934 1.0000 0.5083 61 ,682 10% 12,134,793 
2 173,890,420 3.5000 1.7791 309,362 35% 60,861 ,647 
3 0 4.0000 2.0332 0 40% 0 
4 44,567,626 3.4000 1.7282 77,023 34% 15,152,993 
5 78,543,495 3.4000 1.7282 135,742 34% 26,704,788 
6 1,480,982 2.4500 1.2453 1,844 25% 362,841 
7 0 3.0000 1.5249 0 30% 0 
8 377,200 1.0000 0.5083 192 10% 37,720 
9 3,121,868 1.0000 0.5083 1,587 10% 312,187 
Total 423,329,525 587,432 115,566,969 
587,432 
Class 2, 4 and 522,127 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Exhibit 18- Chetwl£nd Leisure Centre-Class 2,4,5 
Contribution 
Combined Tax 
Rate : 1.891 
2007 Amount 683,555 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.6616 
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Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 88,232,900 1.0000 0.6616 58,377 10% 8,823,290 
2 170,334,400 3.5000 2.3157 394,443 35% 59,617,040 
3 0 4.0000 2.6465 0 40% 0 
4 32,462,200 3.4000 2.2495 73,025 34% 11 ,037,148 
5 69,473,100 3.4000 2.2495 156,282 34% 23,620,854 
6 880,600 2.4500 1.6210 1,427 25% 215,747 
7 0 3.0000 1.9849 0 30% 0 
8 0 1.0000 0.6616 0 10% 0 
9 0 1.0000 0.6616 0 10% 0 
Total 361 ,383,200 683,555 103,314,079 
683,555 
Class 2, 4 and 623,750 
5 Contribution 
only: 




2007 Amount 256,530 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.2280 
Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 121 ,327,234 1.0000 0.2280 27,668 10% 12,132,723 
2 173,875,020 3.5000 0.7982 138,779 35% 60,856,257 
3 0 4.0000 0.9122 0 40% 0 
4 41 ,679,926 3.4000 0.7753 32,316 34% 14,171,175 
5 72,409,356 3.4000 0.7753 56,142 34% 24,619,181 
6 1,479,832 2.4500 0.5587 827 25% 362,559 
7 0 3.0000 0.6841 0 30% 0 
8 377,200 1.0000 0.2280 86 10% 37,720 
9 3,121 ,868 1.0000 0.2280 712 10% 312,187 
Total 414,270,436 256,530 112,491,802 
256,530 
Class 2, 4 and 227,237 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Table 6 Reflecti4 ~n of Daws on Creek Mu itplex Total 
Benefits !(Revenues Received) 
Dawson Creek Multip ex-Class 2,4, Contribution 
Combined Tax 
Rate: 1.336 
2007 Amount 694,844 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.6177 
Requisitioned: 
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Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 265,482,000 1.0000 0.6177 163,995 10% 26,548,200 
2 64,239,240 3.5000 2.1620 138,888 35% 22,483,734 
3 0 4.0000 2.4709 0 40% 0 
4 42,166,600 3.4000 2.1003 88,561 34% 14,336,644 
5 135,179,400 3.4000 2.1003 283,914 34% 45,960,996 
6 12,871 ,716 2.4500 1.5134 19,480 25% 3,153,570 
7 0 3.0000 1.8532 0 30% 0 
8 8,400 1.0000 0.6177 5 10% 840 
9 0 1.0000 0.6177 0 10% 0 
Total 519,947,356 694,844 112,483,984 
694,844 
Class 2, 4 and 511 ,363 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Table 7 Reflection of North Peace Leisure Pool Total 
Benefits (Revenues Received) 
I 




2007 Amount 1,332,876 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.3326 
Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 140,034,800 1.0000 0.3326 46,571 10% 14,003,480 
2 251 ,904,420 3.5000 1.1640 293,211 35% 88,166,547 
3 0 4.0000 1.3303 0 40% 0 
4 241 ,390,900 3.4000 1.1307 272,946 34% 82,072,906 
5 632,398,500 3.4000 1.1307 715,066 34% 215,015,490 
6 6,237,984 2.4500 0.8148 5,083 25% 1,528,306 
7 0 3.0000 0.9977 0 30% 0 
8 0 1.0000 0.3326 0 10% 0 
9 0 1.0000 0.3326 0 10% 0 
Total 1 ,271,966,60 1,332,876 400,786,729 
4 
1,332,876 
Class 2, 4 and 1,281,223 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Exhibit 30 - NPLP-Ciass 2 4 5 Contribution - EA C 
Combined Tax 
Rate: 0.486 
2007 Amount 269,370 Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.3319 
Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 
Revised Ratios Generated Multiple Hospital 
Actual Assessment -







1 424,397,361 1.0000 0.3319 140,837 10% 42,439,736 
2 30,735,100 3.5000 1.1615 35,698 35% 10,757,285 
3 0 4.0000 1.3274 0 40% 0 
4 13,101,500 3.4000 1.1283 14,782 34% 4,454,510 
5 26,281 ,500 3.4000 1.1283 29,653 34% 8,935,710 
6 59,528,085 2.4500 0.8130 48,399 25% 14,584,381 
7 0 3.0000 0.9956 0 30% 0 
8 0 1.0000 0.3319 0 10% 0 
9 0 1.0000 0.3319 0 10% 0 
Total 554,043,546 269,370 81,171,622 
269,370 
Class 2, 4 and 80,134 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Table 8 Reflectic >n of Daws ~n Creek Su >-Regional Total 
Recreati >n Benefit~ (Revenues ~eceived} 
Exhibit 14 - Recreatio h and Cultura Services 282,399 requisitior ed in 2007; gen rates 207,766 ir industrial 
{Dawson Creek} revenues. 
Combined Tax 
Rate: -
2007 Amount Q Class 1 Tax Rate: 0.0000 
Requisitioned: 
Class 2007 Provincial Tax Tax Rate Total Taxes Converted Converted 







1 265,482,000 1.0000 0.3326 88,290 10% 26,548,200 
2 64,239,240 3.5000 1.1640 74,773 35% 22,483,734 
3 0 4.0000 1.3303 0 40% 0 
4 42,244,300 3.4000 1.1307 47,767 34% 14,363,062 
5 134,823,600 3.4000 1.1307 152,448 34% 45,840,024 
6 12,871 ,716 2.4500 0.8148 10,488 25% 3,153,570 
7 0 3 .0000 0.9977 0 30% 0 
8 8,400 1.0000 0.3326 3 10% 840 
9 0 1.0000 0.3326 0 10% 0 
Total 519,669,256 0 112,389,430 
373,768 
Class 2, 4 and 274,987 
5 Contribution 
only: 
Table 9 Reflectic ~n ofTaylo r/Fort St. Total 
John Re ifenue Sha ing 
This agreement ended in Revenues from 0 
2005. Taylor: 
Revenues to 0 
Fort St. John: 
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Table 10 Municipality adjusted authenticated Total 
converted data (Reflecting Tembec) 
2008 converted completed hospital data 
Dawson Creek 14,909,412 
Fort StJohn 23,256,999 
Chetwynd 8,142,039 
Hudson's Hope 13,041 ,674 
Pouce Coupe 172,719 
Tumbler Ridqe 34,920,272 
Taylor 27,095,049 
Total 121 ,538,164 
Table 11 Conversion of Benefitting Area Revenues Total 
to Equivalent Assessments 
Revenues Ratio Reveues in Equivalent Assessment Existing Total Adjusted 
from Adjusted Assessment 
Benefitting Municipal Reflecting 
Areas Assessment Benefitting Areas 
Dawson Creek 563,611 7.20 4,060,498 14,909,412 18,969,910 
Fort StJohn 964,148 9.46 9,124,788 23,256,999 32,381 ,787 
Chetwynd 544,354 7.14 3,888,470 8,142,039 12,030,509 
Hudson's Hope 610,607 8.92 5,449,071 13,041 ,674 18,490,745 
Pouce Coupe 0 38.41 0 172,719 172,719 
Tumbler Ridge 0 11.43 0 34,920,272 34,920,272 
Taylor 0 10.16 0 27,095,049 27,095,049 
Total 144,060,991 
Table 12 Municipality adjusted Total 
authenticated converted data 
l(ALL-IN} 
2008 converted completed hospital data 
Dawson Creek 18,969,910 
Fort StJohn 32,381 ,787 
Chetwvnd 12,030,509 
Hudson's Hope 18,490,745 
Pouce Coupe 172,719 
Tumbler Ridge 34,920,272 
Taylor 27,095,049 
Total 144,060,991 
Table 13 Municipal 
population 
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I Total 
Table 14 Calculation of equalized per 
capita data 
Municpal Municipal adj. Rural area Total E_qualized per 
population auth. con. auth. conv. data auth. conv. capita amount 
data data 
(MP) (MV) (RV) (TV) (ECV) 
39,061 144,060,991 843,334,432 987,395,423 25,278 
Table 15 Calculation of equalized per capita data after Taylor 
removed if applicable (RECALCULATE) 
Municipal Equalized Equalized Municipal Equalized vs 
population per capita converted converted Municipal 
Dawson Creek 25,278 298,561 ,925 18,969,910 279,592,014 
11 ,811 
Fort StJohn 25,278 474,574,682 32,381 ,787 442,192,896 
18,774 
Chetwynd 25,278 67,720,548 12,030,509 55,690,039 
2,679 
Hudson's Hope 25,278 26,845,548 18,490,745 8,354,803 
1,062 
Pouce Coupe 25,278 19,843,460 172,719 19,670,741 
785 
Tumbler Ridge 25,278 62,942,951 34,920,272 28,022,679 
2.490 
Taylor 25,278 36,906,309 27,095,049 9,811 ,260 
1,460 
Total 987,395,423 144,060,991 843,334,432 
39,061 
Table 16 Calculation of equalized per capita data after Taylor 
removed if applicable (RECALCULATE) 
Municpal Municipal adj. Rural area Total Equalized per 
population auth. con. auth. conv. data auth. conv. capita amount 
data data 
(MP) (MV) (RV) (TV) (ECV) 
39,061 144,060,991 843,334,432 987,395,423 25,278 
Table 17 
(MP) (ECV) (MP) * (ECV) (MV) ((MP)*(ECV)) -
(MV) 
Municipal Equalized Equalized Municipal Equalized vs 
population per capita converted converted Municipal 
Dawson Creek 25,278 298,561 ,925 18,969,910 279,592,014 
11 ,811 
Fort StJohn 25,278 474,574,682 32,381,787 442,192,896 
18,774 
Chetwynd 25,278 67,720,548 12,030,509 55,690,039 
2,679 
Hudson's Hope 25,278 26,845,548 18,490,745 8,354,803 
1,062 
Pouce Coupe 25,278 19,843.460 172,719 19,670,741 
785 
Tumbler Ridge 25,278 62,942,951 34,920,272 28,022,679 
2.490 
Taylor 25,278 36,906,309 27,095,049 9,811 ,260 
1,460 
Page 114 of 125 
APPPENDIX 12 
Total 987,395,423 144,060,991 843,334,432 
39,061 
Table 18 
((MPl*lECV)) - (MV) 
Amt used for 2008 Initial Redistribution Reduction 2008 
Fair Share Amounts Amounts Reallocation 
apportionment Allocation Amounts 
Dawson Creek 279,592,014 3,520,468 0 0 3,520,468 
Fort StJohn 442,192,896 5,567,849 0 0 5,567,849 
Chetwynd 55,690,039 701,218 0 0 701 ,218 
Hudson's Hope 8,354,803 105,199 0 0 105,199 
Pouce Coupe 19,670,741 247,683 0 0 247,683 
Tumbler Ridqe 28,022,679 352,846 0 0 352,846 
Taylor 9,811 ,260 123,538 0 0 123,538 
Total 843,334,432 10,618,801 0 0 10,618,801 
Table 19 
Total Fairshare Amount: 10,618,801 
Amount to Electoral Areas: 0 
Amount to Municipalities: 10,618,801 2008 
Fair Share Allocation 
Electoral Area B 0 
Electoral Area C 0 
Electoral Area 0 0 
Electoral Area E 0 
0 
Electoral area fair share funding is split equally between the particiapants. 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































l z u - >< ........ N 
APPPENDIX 12 
Ratios 
2008 Converted Total 2007 Industrial 
Municipal Industrial Revenues Ratio 
Assessment (Adjusted) * (Adjusted) ** 
$ 
Dawson Creek 10,389,860 $ 1 ,442,148 7.204 
$ 
Fort St. John 23,256,999 $ 2,457,393 9.464 
$ 
Chetwynd 12,661 ,591 $ 1,772,519 7.143 
$ 
Hudson's Hope 13,041 ,674 $ 1,461,412 8.924 
$ 
Pouce Coupe 172,719 $ 4,497 38.408 
$ 
Tumbler Ridge 34,920,272 $ 3,055,833 11.427 
$ 
Taylor 27,095,049 $ 2,665,707 10.164 
* Municipal Industrial Assessment includes Dawson Creek/Chetwynd adjustments for Tembec (40%/60% 
split) 
** Industrial revenues include revenues from all sources (excluding existing Fair Share 
allocation). 
Industrial revenues 
include: NPLP Benefitting area 
Dawson Creek Multiplex (comes into effect in 
2006) 
Chetwynd Recreation Facilities 
Dawson Creek/Chetwynd Tembec Revenue 
Sharing 
Fort St. John!Taylor Revenue Sharing (is removed from 
formula 
in 2005) 
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2007 BC Stats Population Estimates 
PRRD 
Dawson Creek 11,811 
Fort St. John 18,774 
Chetwynd 2,679 
Hudson's Hope 1,062 
Pouce Coupe 785 
Tumbler Ridge 2,490 
Taylor 1,460 
Municipal Total: 39,061 
Unincorporated 
Areas 23,311 
PRRD Total 62,372 
Municipal Rural Total 
Chetwynd Adjusted Population: 2,679 2,021 4,700 
Fort St. John Adjusted 
Population: 18,774 7,735 26,509 
Dawson Creek Adjusted 
Population: 11 ,811 6,759 18,570 
















Existing Fair Share with Indexing 
Year 
Pool 1 with Full Pool2 with Fair Share with 
Indexing Full Indexing Indexing 
2005 $ 12,000,000 $ 8,000,000 $ 20,000,000 
2006 $ 12,597,496 $ 8,398,330 $ 20,995,826 
2007 $ 14,449,329 $ 9,632,887 $ 24,082,216 












$ 54,975,027 $ 36,650,018 $ 91 ,625,045 
Indexing Rate: 
2004 Base Amount 1 ,683,268,954 
Increase (2005- 2006): 4.98% 995,826 
Increase (2006 - 2007): 20.41% 4,082,216 
Increase (2007 - 2008): 32.74% 6,547,003 
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